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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL 
CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


WEDNESDAY, JULY 18, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON WayYs AND MEANS, 
Washington. dD. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Aime J. Forand (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Foranp. In opening the hearings this morning as chairman, 
I want to make a brief statement for the record, 

The Subcommittee on Unemployment Insurance of the Committee 
on Ways and Means meets today to begin hearings on H. R. 3393, the 
bill introduced by me which would amend the Social Security Act to 
provide unemployment insurance for Federal civilian employees. 

During the Eighty-first Congress, the Subcommittee on Unemploy- 
ment Insurance held preliminary hearings to survey the most press- 
ing problems in the area of unemployment compensation. During 
those hearings, it appeared that the extension to Federal civilian 
employees of the same measure of protection from unemployment 
afforded to workers for other employers In the same community was 
a proposal with which there seemed to be little room for disagreement 
in principle. 

Accordingly, on March 21, 1951, I introduced H. R. 3393, under 
which approximately 214 million civilian employees of the Federal 
Government would be entitled to unemployment insurance benefits. 
At that time, I pointed out that Federal civilian employment over the 
past 10 years has fluctuated from 1.5 million in 1941 to 3.8 million 
durmg World War II, in comparison with the current level of about 
214 million. Even since the invasion of Korea, the number of in 
voluntary terminations has averaged several thousand Federal civil- 
aul employees pel month. 

Under this bill, the Secretary of Labor would be authorized to 
enter into an agreement with any State under which a State un- 
employment insurance agency would make benefits available to term 
inated Federal employees, based upon the standards prevailing in 
the State in which the Federal service was last performed. 

The States would be reimbursed by the Federal Government to 
cover the additional costs of benefit payments made to Federal em- 
ployees. 

Included in the membership of the Subcommittee on Unemploy- 
ment Insurance, which was reestablished at the first meeting of 
the Committee on Ways and Means in the Eighty-second Congress 
are the gentleman from Kentucky, Mr. Gregory; the gentleman 
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from Utah, Mr. Granger; the gentleman from Virginia, Mr. Har- 
rison; the gentleman from Michigan, Mr. Woodruff; the gentle- 
man from Illinois, Mr. Mason; and the gentleman from Iowa, Mr. 
Martin. 

If there is no objection, at this point I offer for the record a copy 
of the bill, H. R. 3393. 


[H. R. 3393, 82d Cong., Ist sess.] 


A BILL To amend the Social Security Act to provide unemployment insurance for Federal 
civilian employees, and for other purposes 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That the Social Security Act, as amended, is 
further amended by adding after title XIV thereof the following new title: 


“TrTLeE X V—UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL WORKERS 
“DEFINITIONS 


“Sec. 1401. When Used in This Title-——(a) The term ‘Federal service’ means 
service, including service performed after 1948 outside the United States by a 
resident of the United States for the United States, or any instrumentality 
thereof, which is not included as employment under section 1607 of the Federal 
Unemployment Tax Act solely by reason of paragraph (6) of subsection (c) 
thereof, except that the term shall not include (1) service performed by an 
elective officer in the executive or legislative branch of the Government of the 
United States; or (2) service performed by members of the military, naval, or 
air forces of the United States; or (3) service performed by foreign service 
personnel for whom special separation allowances are provided by the Foreign 
Service Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 999). 

“(b) The term ‘Federal wages’ means all remuneration for Federal service 
after 1948, including cash allowances and remuneration in any medium other 
than cash. 

“(c) The term ‘Federal employee’ means an individual who has performed 
Federal service. 

“(d) The term ‘compensation’ means cash benefits payable to individuals with 
respect to their unemployment (including any portion thereof payable with 
respect to dependents ). 


“INFORMATION CONCERNING FEDERAL SERVICE AND WAGES 


“Sec. 1402. All Federal departments, agencies, and instrumentalities of the 
United States are directed to make available to State agencies which have en- 
tered into agreements under this title or to the Secretary of Labor, as the case 
may be, such information with respect to the Federal service and Federal wages 
of any individual as the Secretary of Labor may find practicable and necessary 
for the determination of the Federal employee’s entitlement to compensation 
under this title. 

“RENEFIT FOR FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


“Sec. 1408. (a) The Secretary of Labor is authorized on behalf of the United 
States to enter into an agreement with any State, or with the agency adminis- 
tering the unemployment compensation law of such State, under which such 
State agency (1) will make, as agent of the United States, payments of com- 
pensation, on the basis provided in subsection (b) of this section, to Federal 
employees, and (2) will otherwise cooperate with the Secretary and with other 
State agencies in making payments of compensation under this title. 

“(b) Any such agreement shall provide that compensation will be paid to 
any Federal employee, with respect to unemployment occurring after January 1, 
1951, in the same amount, on the same terms and subject to the same conditions 
as the compensation which would be payable to such individual under the un- 
employment compensation law of the State in which he last performed Federal 
service if such individual’s Federal service and Federal wages had (subject to 
regulations of the Secretary of Labor concerning the allocation of such service 
and wages among the several States) been included as employment and wages 
under such laws: Provided, That in the case of a Federal employee who last 
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performed Federal service outside of any State, his compensation shall be 
determined under the unemployment compensation law of the State of his resi- 
dence. 

“(c) If in the case of any State an agreement is not entered into under this 
section, or if the State agency of any State party to any such agreement fails 
to make payments in accordance with such agreement, the Secretary, in accord- 
ance with regulations prescribed by him, shall make payments of compensation 
to Federal employees who file claims for compensation which are payable under 
such agreements, or would be payable if such agreement were entered into, on 
a basis which will provide that they will be paid compensation in the same 
amounts, on substantially the same terms, and subject to substantially the same 
conditions as though such agreements had been entered into and such agency 
made such payments. Final determination by the Secretary of entitlement to 
such payments shall be subject to review by the courts in the same manner 
and to the same extent as is provided in section 205 (g) of title IT of the Social 
Security Act, as amended, with respect to decisions under such title. 


“ADJUSTMENTS OF DUPLICATE BENEFITS 


“Sec. 1404. Where compensation is payable to a Federal employee under this 
title and where for the same period an allowance is received under title V of 
the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act of 1944, as amended, the amount of such 
allowance shall be deducted from the compensation payable under this title 
under regulations prescribed by the Secretary. 


“PAYMENT OF ACCRUED ANNUAL LEAVE 


“Sec. 1405. For the purposes of this title employment of a Federal employee 
by the United States shall not be deemed to have been terminated upon cessation 
of Federal service until the expiration of any period with respect to which he 
has received or is receiving payment of annual leave accrued pursuant to the 
Act of March 14, 1986 (49 Stat. 1161), as amended, or pursuant to any other 
applicable law. 

“OPERATION 


“Sec. 1406 (a) Determination of entitlement to payments of compensation by 
a State agency under an agreement under this title shall be subject to review 
in the same manner and to the same extent as determinations under the State 
unemployment compensation law, and only in such manner and to such extent. 

“(b) For the purpose of payments made to a State under title III of the 
Social Security Act, as amended, administration by the State agency of such 
State pursuant to an agreement under this title shall be deemed to be a part 
of the administration of the State unemployment compensation law. 

“(c) The State agency of each State shall furnish to the Secretary such infor- 
mation as the Secretary may find necessary or appropriate in carrying out the 
provisions of this title, and such information shall be deemed reports required 
by the Secretary for the purposes of paragraph (6) of subsection (a)* of section 
303 of the Social Security Act, as amended. 


“PAYMENTS TO STATES 


“Sec. 1407. (a) Each State shall be entitled to be paid by the United States an 
amount equal to the additional cost to the State of payments of compensation 
made under and in accordance with an agreement under this title, which would 
not have been incurred by the State but for the agreement. 

“(b) In making payments pursuant to subsection (a) of this section, there 
shall be paid to the State, either in advance or by way of reimbursement, as may 
be determined by the Secretary, such sum as the Secretary estimates the State 
will be entitled to receive under this title for each calendar quarter, reduced or 
increased, as the case may be, by any sum by which the Secretary finds that his 
estimates for any prior calendar quarter were greater or less than the amounts 
which should have been paid to the State. The amounts of such payments may 
be determined by such statistical, sampling, or other method as may be agreed 
upon by the Secretary and the State agency. 

“(e) The Secretary shall from time to time certify to the Secretary of the 
Treasury for payment to each State sums payable to such State under this sec- 
tion. The Secretary of the Treasury, prior to audit or settlement by the General 
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Accounting Office, shall make payment to the State in accordance with such 
certification, from the funds for carrying out the purpose of this title. 

“(d) All money paid a State under this title shall be used solely for the pur- 
pose for which it is paid; and any money so paid which is not used for such 
purposes shall be returned to the Treasury upon termination of the agreement. 

“(e) An agreement under this title may require any ofticer or employee of the 
State certifying payments or disbursing funds pursuant to the agreement, or 
otherwise participating in its performance, to give a surety bond to the United 
States in such amount as the Secretary may deem necessary, and m@ey provide 
for the payment of the cost of such bond from funds for carrying out the pur- 
poses of this title. 

“(f) No person designated by the Secretary, or designated pursuant to an 
agreement under this title, as a certifying officer, shall, in the absence of gross 
negligence or intent to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to the 
payment of any compensation certified by him under this title. 

“(g) No disbursing officer shall, in the absence of gross negligence or intent 
to defraud the United States, be liable with respect to any payment by him 
under this title if it was based upon a voucher signed by a certifying officer 
designated as provided in subsection (f) of this section. 


“PENALTIES 


“Sec. 1408. (a) Whoever, for the purpose of causing any compensation to be 
paid under this title or under an agreement thereunder where none is authorized 
to be so paid, shall make or cause to be made any false statement or representa- 
tion as to any Federal or other wages paid or received, or whoever makes or 
causes to be made any false statement of a material fact in any claim for any 
compensation authorized to be paid under this title or under an agreement there- 
under, or whoever makes or causes to be made any false statement, representa- 
tion, affidavit, or document in connection with such claim, shall, upon conviction 
thereof, be fined not more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, 
or both. 

“(b) Whoever shall obtain or receive any money, check, or compensation 
under this title or an agreement thereunder, without being entitled thereto and 
with intent to defraud the United States, shall, upon conviction thereof, be fined 
no more than $1,000 or imprisoned for not more than one year, or both 


“REGULATIONS 


“Sec. 1409. The Secretary of Labor is hereby authorized to make such rules 

and regulations as may be necessary to carry out the provisions of this title 
“APPROPRIATIONS 

“Sec. 1410. There are hereby authorized to be appropriated out of any moneys 
not otherwise appropriated such sums as are necessary to carry out the provi- 
sions of tlfis title.’ 

Mr. Foranp. Before calling the first witness, I would like to extend 
an invitation to any member of the subcommittee who cares to to make 
a statement. 

Do you care to make a statement, Mr. Mason ? 

Mr. Mason. Not at all, sir. 

Mr. Foranp. Does any other member of the committee have any 
statement to make / 

(No response. ) 

Mr. Foranp. The first witness this morning is a representative of 
the Department of Labor, Mr. Robert Goodwin, Director of the 
Bureau of Employment Security. 

For the purpose of the record, will you identify yourself? 
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STATEMENT OF ROBERT C. GOODWIN, DIRECTOR, BUREAU OF 
EMPLOYMENT SECURITY, UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF 
LABOR, ACCOMPANIED BY MERRILL G. MURRAY, ASSISTANT TO 
THE DIRECTOR 


Mr. Goopwin. My name is Robert C. Goodwin; I am Director of 
the Bureau of Employment Security in the Department of Labor. 
Mr. Chairman, would it be satisfactory if I have Mr. Murray sit 
here with me? He has some detailed facts which may be of benefit. 

Mr. Foranp. It is perfectly all right. 

Mr. Goopwry. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
the Secretary of Labor, Maurice J. Tobin, has asked me to present the 
views of the Department of Labor on H. R. 3393, which the chairman 
of this subcommittee introduced on March 21, 1951. 

President ‘Truman has recommended the extension of unemploy- 
ment insurance protection to Federal workers on several occasions 
in messages to the Congress, most recently on April 6, 1950, and Secre- 
tary Tobin strongly urges such action at this time. However, as I 
shall develop later in my testimony, we believe that this bill should 
provide at least a minimum degree of uniform protection for all 
Federal workers. 

Before I discuss the legislation itself, I should like to discuss some 
of the conditions which make unemployment insurance protection for 
Federal workers necessary. Many people outside of the Governinent 
and many within the Government as well, have the impression that 
employment in the Federal Government is almost perfectly stable, 


and that it does not carry the same hazard of unemployment as 
found in private industry. These beliefs are not founded on fact. 
On the contrary, turn-over in Federal employment is as great as in 
many areas of private employment. 
fURN-OVER IN EMPLOYMENT 
During calendar 1950, for example, about 450,000 separations from 


Federal] service took plac e, according to the United States Civil Serv 

ice Commission (table oe This re presented one-fourth of all Fed 

eral civilian employment, which is a substantial turn-over rate. 
During 1949, separations were even more numerous, touching n¢ arly 
the one-half million mark. In these 2 years, nearly 45 percent of the 
separations were involuntary on the part of the employee, comprising 
reductions in force and terminations of temporary appointments 
(chart 1). The remaining separations were quits, retirements, deaths, 
and transfers to other agencies. 

I should like to call your attention to the fact that this is the picture 
in a so-called normal period, in the sense that the total number of 
employees on the payroll remained at about the same level during 
these 2 years. It is not the tvpe of period such as in 1946-47, when 
employment was sharply declining. 

Generally speaking, the separation rate for Federal workers is 
lower than in manufacturing, although for certain classes of workers 
and in certain periods it is very much the same (table 2). Turn-over 
in Government employment, strictly speaking, should not be compared 
with that in manufacturing industries but, unfortunately, turn-over 
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data are not available for nonmanufacturing industries, which are 
more truly comparable with most Government operations. While 
during 1949, the number of all separations per 100 Federal workers 
on the payroll was 2.4 percent per month, as compared to 4.2 percent 
for all manufacturing industries, the difference was much smaller 
in 1950, being 2.2 and 3.4 percent, respectively. The situation with 
respect to wage board workers was very different, however, for their 
separation rate was 4.1 percent per month in 1949 and 3.5 percent in 
1950, almost identical with the rate for manufacturing industries. 
If we narrow our comparison to lay-offs in manufacturing and invol- 
untary separations from the Government, since these are most likely 
to result in the payment of benefits, the Government separation rate, 
though ordinarily lower, was actually higher than that for all manu- 
facturing industries from June through September of last year 
(table 3). 

Many relatively stable manufacturing industries, such as chemicals 
and petroleum refining have no higher separation rates than the 
Federal Government. In such nonmanufactur ing industries as bank- 
ing, insurance, and transportation, turn-over is always low and 
employment traditionally stable. The workers in these latter indus- 
tries, despite no higher risk of unemployment, have been covered by 
unemployment insurance from the start, yet Federal workers have 
been denied this protection. 


ANNUAL LEAVE AND RETIREMENT REFUNDS AS SUBSTITUTES FOR 
UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE 


In the absence of unemployment insurance protection, Federal 
workers have been forced to rely upon aaa annual leave and 
retirement fund withdrawals to tide them over until they could find 
other jobs. Reliance on leave is a misuse of a leave system which 
was designed for recreation purposes. There is considerable evidence 
that the absence of unemployment insurance has led to hoarding of 
leave up tothe statutory limits. Even where leave has been so accumu- 
lated, there is evidence that it has been quite inadequate as a stopgap 
between jobs. Separations have been concentrated among workers 
with only a few years of service and they do not have as much annual 
leave accumulated as is frequently thought. During 1949 separated 
Federal workers received an average of $192 in lump-sum payments 
for accrued annual leave, representing an estimated 15 days’ pay on 
the basis of an average weekly salary of $65. This is only about half 
as much accumulated leave per employee as all Federal workers had, 
who were on the payroll as of June 30, 1950. 

Information on withdrawals from the civil-service retirement fund 
also high-lights the fact that many separated workers have been in 
Federal service only a short time. During 1949, these withdrawals 
averaged about $315, representing approximately 2 years of service. 
Nearly 230,000 separated employees received such refunds in 1949, 
or more than 4 out of every 5 who were entitled to make such with- 
drawals. They had no unemployment insurance to fall back on, and 
thus withdrew savings which had been deducted from their pay checks 
in order to provide them with old-age security. 
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LIMITATIONS ON ACCUMULATING ANNUAL LEAVE AND RETIREMENT FUND 
WITHDRAWALS 


Recent legislation has reduced the possibility that Federal workers 
can use accrued annual leave or retirement refunds as a substitute for 
unemployment insurance. Most newly hired Federal workers are 
being given nonstatus emergency inde finite appointments so as to make 
it easier to separate them from Federal service at the end of the emer- 
gency which led to their employment. They are covered by the old- 
age and survivors insurance program, rather than the civil service 
retirement program. The old-age and survivors insurance program 
does not permit withdrawal of contributions. Other recent legislation 
has eliminated the possibility of annual leave accruals by these em- 
ployees, for they were required to utilize all annual leave earned in 
1950 by June 30, 1951. A similar requirement is now effective for 
the current year. 

In sum, therefore, Federal workers who in the past fell back upon 
retirement refunds and accrued annual leave to protect themselves 
iainst involuntary unemployment have had this resource largely 
taken away from them by recent legislation without any substitute 
measure for providing a systematic and adequate type of protection 
against unemployment. 

The basic need of Federal workers for unemployment insurance has 
thus been increased by recent legislation as well as by the defense 
effort. Many newly hired Federal workers have come from private 
industry and will return to it after the emergency. When interna- 
tional conditions permit a reduction in the defense program, the num- 
ber of Federal civilian workers will undoubtedly decline substantially. 
The protection of Federal workers under our Federal-State system 
of unemployment insurance may well be regarded as part of our 
necessary planning for the future. In this connection, it is worth 
recalling the report of Senator George as chairman of the Special 
Committee on Postwar Economic Policy and Planning on June 23, 
1944: 

The committee feels that employees of the Government, including War Shipping 
Administration, should be brought under the act. Government workers in arsenals 
und shipyards and in other Government agencies have worked and lived side } 


side with workers in private industry. The Government through its war contracts 
has paid the cost of the unemployment compensation tax on those working for 
private war plants. The committee sees no reason why it should not pay it for 


those on its own payroll. Many of these men gave up accumulated benefits under 
the State systems in order to take places in federally operated war plants and 
Federal war agencies and they should be placed in the same position they would 
have enjoyed had they been engaged in war work for a private employer. 

Senator George's statement applies equally to the situation today. 

From the short run point of view it should be recognized that at 
the same time that we are having an increase in Federal civilian em- 
ployment, the number of separations is remaining quite high. Last 
year there were 150,000 involuntary separations from Federal service ; 
as many as 75,000 of these occurred in the last 6 months of the yea 
when Federal employment was rising rapidly (table 4). 


FLUCTUATIONS OF FEDERAL EMPLOYMENT 


Some discussion of the fluctuations in the size of the Federal estab- 
lishment over the past few years should also be helpful in explaining 
the need for this program. By the end of the 1930's, Federal employ- 
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ment was nearly 1,000,000. During World War II, Federal civilian 
6, a rose to over 2,000,000 in June 1942, to more than 3,000,000 

1 1943-44, reaching a peak of 3.8 million in June 1945. About 114 
million Federal workers were dismissed in the next 2 years, and F ed- 
eral employment leveled off at about 2,000,000 by 1948, where it re- 
mained prior to the outbreak of hostilities in Korea (table 6). 

Between June 1950 and May 1951, civilian employment in the 
executive bronch had increased from 2,000,000 to almost 2,500,000, all 
of the increase having taken place in the Department of Defense, other 
defense agencies, and the eme rgency economic stabilization bodies. If 
Federal civilian employment averages 2.7 million during the present 
fiscal year, as is contemplated in the President’s budget, there will 
be an addition of about 750.000 civilian employees in defense-con- 
nected agencies, as compared to June 1950. More than half of the 
increase during the past vear has been among “wage board” employees, 
the so-called blue-collar workers, such as mechanics, helpers, and 
laborers in the arsenals, navy vards, and similar establishments. It 
Is the « mployees in all of these defense-connected act ivit ies, bot h wage- 
board and white-collar, who will be most directly exposed to the risk 
of une mp loyment w he n the defense program is cut back. In addition, 
when defense activities are being emp yhasized, we know that nonde- 
fense activities are curtailed. 


DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSAI 


Now let us look at the proposal embodied in this bill. H. R. 3593 


would amend the sor ial Security Act to extend to Federal civilian 


employees tive unemy lovment insurance protection afforded by the 
existing State unemplovment insurance laws. In other words, instead 


of setting up a separate Federal system for paying unemployment 
nsurance to Federal employees, the bill calls for these payments to 
be made from Federal funds administered through the existing State 
unemployment mnsurahce acer ies, Each agency would pay benefits 
to Fea ral employees in accordance with the terms of { State law 
administered by that agency. 

Under the exist! Federal-State system, as vou know, the States 
determine aa shoul ‘ he ] protected by unemp loyme nt imsurance laws, 
the basis of ¢ hel | ty, the le ve | of be nefits, the number of weeks for 
which they should be paid, the causes of disqualification, as well ; 
the sources of revenue for financing the pn cram and the rate of tax- 
ation. The Federal Government on the other hand, insures yer the 


State laws meet the req juire ments of the basic Federal legislation, So 
that employ rs ni offset the ir State tax pa ments agaist the 3 per- 


cent Federal unemployment tax, and the States may obtain grants 
covering their administrative expenses. The Federal Government 
ilso provides i ariety of technical assistance to the State iwencies, 
acting as a clearinghouse for exchange of ideas on improved operating 
methods 

I am very much in favor of paying benefits through the State 
agencies, ‘| his approar h avoids setting up a new Federal agency to 
administer the system. Another advantage is that both benefit rights 
based upon wages earned with the Federal Government and rights 
based upon Fewe uployment covered by State laws could be com- 
bined. This would be especially helpful for a worker who has only 
a few months of Federal service and private employment and could not 
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be eligible at all or would be eligible for only inadequate protection 
unless he could add to the two together. 

The weakness of the bill, however, lies in its failure to provide uni- 
form protection for Federal employees. It seems to me that, if un- 
employment insurance is important to Federal workers—and I cer- 
tainly believe that it is—then it is also important to provide these 
workers with adequate benefits on a basis of reasonable uniformity. 
Above all, the benefits should be reasonably adequate both in duration 
and amount. 

As to benefit amount, unemployment insurance laws have generally 
gone on the principle that benefits are for the purpose of compensating 
the worker for a portion of his weekly wage loss while he is unem- 
ployed. These payments should enable him to meet nondeferable ex 
penses for a reasonable period until he is able to obtain suitable work. 
It has been generally agreed that a single worker needs about 50 per 
cent of his weekly wages in order at least to pay for his food, shelter 
and other expenses which cannot be deferred. Persons with depend- 
ents require a higher proportion of wages. On the other hand, such 
an amount is low Cl ough to discourage abuse of the system. 

When we look at the State laws in relation to the above objective, 
however, we find that many of them are inadequate. Maximum bene 
fits in 12 States are $20, regardless of how much wag 
week during employment. Maximum benefits in four additional 
States are $22. These maximum benefits are, of course, much less than 
50 percent of the $65 a week which is the average Federal salary. In 
fact. among the genera! schedule, or white-collar workers, only those 
in the lower clerical grade—that is GS-1 with a vearly salary of 
S2 200 would receive 50 percent of their wages as he nefits under the 
16 State laws to which I have referred (table 5). 

When it comes to the duration of benefits, I believe benefits should 
be paid during a pel iod long enough to enable the creat majority of 
insured workers to find suitable work before exhausting their benefits. 
Duration should be such that, except during a severe depression, only 
a minority, and certainly no more than 25 percent, of the beneficiaries 
should exhaust their benefit rights before reemployment. This is an 
objective vi hic h can be met by paving benefits for a duration of 26 
weeks whenever the unemployed worker has sufficient earnings to 
show a substantial period of prior employment. In this connection 
it is Important to remember that in 1946 the Congress provided a 
maximum 26 weeks of benefits for railroad employees under the 
Railroad Retirement Act. 

Here again many State laws are inadequate. One State limits dura 
tion to 12 weeks in a vear. Four other States limit duration to 16 
weeks and two States have a maximum of 18 weeks. 

Another pont of dive1 sity in State laws is with respect to eligibility 
and disqualification for benefits. Many workers are now finding it 
increasingly difficult to obtain benefits when they are unemployed for 
reasons beyond their control because of very severe provisions which 
occur in the law of many States. Some States disqualify a worke} 
for his entire period of unemployment or even completely wipe out 
his rights to benefits during the entire year following his claim. If 
a worker quits his job to accept a better job, for example, he may have 
all his wage credits canceled. I discussed the inequities and unde- 
sirable features of these provisions at some length in my testimony 


es are earned each 
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before the predecessor to this subeommittee last December and do 
not wish to take your time to repeat this discussion now. 
_ In order to prevent unfairness to the Federal employee and in the 
interest of uniformity of treatment I also recommend that the bill 
contain certain basic standards on eligibility and disqualification. 
As I see it, this is desirable in order to administer this program of 
insurance for Federal workers in a uniform and equitable manner. 
In summary I recommend that the committee consider and accept 
the principle that the Federal Government as an employer should 
provide all of its employees with at least a specific mmimum of 
similar unemployment insurance protection regardless of the State 
in which employment occurs. This was the principle upon which the 
Congress acted when it provided for servicemen’s readjustment allow- 
ances after World War II and it should be the principle for action 
today. As to the type of uniformity which should be provided, I 
believe that the provisions of H. R. 525 and the testimony of the 
Secretary of Labor and my testimony before the predecessor of this 
subcommittee on December 12, 1950, give a good basis for adding 
uniform provisions to the bill. 


BENEFIT COSTS 


The cost of benefits for Federal workers would depend upon gov- 
ernmental employment levels and turn-over, which in turn depend to 
a great extent upon the action of the Congress, and to some extent 
upon the over-all economic and employment situation prevailing im 
the country. If Federal employment during the present fiscal year 
followed the pattern of fiseal year 1950 with declining employment 
and low turn-over, the cost of the program I have proposed would 
range from about $40 to $45 million. During fiseal 1950 total Federal 
payrolls were about $6,900,000,000, The annual cost of unemploy- 
ment benefits would, therefore, be about six-tenths of 1 percent of 
payroll, If Federal employment dropped, benefit costs would, of 
course, be higher. The costs under the standards we are proposing 
would be about one-third higher than those involved in H, R. 3393. 


CONCLUSION 


The information I have given you in the beginning of my testimony 
shows the continuous and permanent need of Federal workers for 
unemployment insurance. This need, although very great at present, 
will be more pressing in the future. Hundreds of thousands of 
workers have left private industry to man our arsenals and navy 
vards. They have had to leave their unemployment insurance pro- 
tection behind them. The Federal Government can no longer afford 
to provide less favorable conditions for its employees than private 
industry. For one thing, unemployment insurance protection would 
make it easier to recruit the thousands of workers who are needed to 
man our new atomic energy plants. I should also like to remind the 
committee that by the end of the year the Federal Government will 
be paying the cost of unemployment insurance taxes, through defense 
contracts, for millions of defense workers in private industry. Its 
own employees have no lesser need for this protect ion. 

(The following tables were submitted for the record by Mr. 


Goodwin :) 
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TARLE 1 i/l separations from Federal employment, by type of action, full 
time employees, January—December 1949-50 
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TABLE 3. 
turing industries 
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Comparison of turn-over rates of Federal Government and manufac- 


Separation rat 


Manufactur- : Manufactur- 
Federal ial . ae Federal lanufactur 
Government industries Crovernment justries 
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“I 
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1 Re 
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i 
) re 1 
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nares ! char fT ' 
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TABLE 5.- 


: —* 
— ployment wercent tial benefits 
Weekly 
benefit 
amount Dura- 
Amount tion 
(weeks 
Total workers 2, 181, 217 
Outside United States 121, 811 
United States 2, 059, 406 100.0 
Washington, D. C 
metropolitan area 31, 147 11.2 $20.00 $400.00 2 
California 211, 844 10.3 25. 00 650. 00 * 
New York 171, 457 &.3 27.00 702. 00 yy 
Pennsylvania 12%, 993 6.0 25. 00 57%. OO a) 
Texas 97, 205 4.8 2. 00 400. 00 » 
Ilinois 06, 608 4.7 27.00 648.00 "4 
Ohio SY, 742 4.4 27.00 702. 00 oH 
Virginia 67, 710 3 2.00 320. 00 16 
Washington 57, B15 2.8 25.00 650. 00 a 
Massachusetts 47 2.7 25. 00 575. 00 23 
Missouri ), OO7 2.5 00 400.00 » 
Georgia 8, 052 2.3 DD. ox 400. 00 » 
New Jersey Afi, G6F 2 26. 00 676. 00 aH 
Marvland 41,979 2.0 25.00 00. 00 20 
Michigan 40, 440 2.0 20. 00 mn 
rennesset 39, O37 1.9 484. 00 2 
Alabama 37, 936 1.8 400.00 »” 
Oklahoma {7, SSR 1.8 134.00 22 
Indiana 4, 618 1.7 00. 00 19+ 
Florida 3,312 1.6 320.00 16 
Kentucky 27, 854 1.4 440.00 22 
Colorado 25, 656 1.2 455.00 * 
North Carolina 24, && 1.2 on mM) Mi) 
Utah * 24, 500 1.2 635. 00 234 
Minnesota m, 44 1.1 462.00 21 
Louisiana 23, 259 5 500. 00 a” 
Hawaii 1, 836 1.1 SO). OM ») 
W isconsin 2, 338 1.9 662. 5 on 
Kansa 19, O85 1.0 20.00 a» 
South Carolina 19, 848 1.0 a) On) 18 
Nehraska 1s, 40 ) 4180. 00 pH) 
Or lf 7 5 22. S00. 00 22 
lowa 5. 708 8 1. 00 520. 00 a” 
Mississippi 234 7 20. 00 320. 00 lf 
Arkansas », 195 r 22. 00 52 O00 lf 
Alaska 13, 223 6 10. 00 7). 00 on 
New Mex 13, 190 t 25. 00 600. 00 24 
Arizona 12, 420 ‘ a». 00 40. 00 12 
Rhode Island 11. 267 5 25. 00 46. 00 214 
Maine 11,004 5 2. 00 10. 00 » 
West Virginia 10, 622 21. 00 <3. 00 z3 
Connecticut 10, 572 24. 00 510. 00 21+ 
South Dakota 8, 437 4 22. 0 440. 00 2 
Mont ‘ 7, 67 H 20. 00 260. 00 18 
North Dakota 6, 817 } 25. soo. OO a 
W yon 25. 00 500). OO ~”) 
Idah IS7 25. 00 550. 00 2 
Nevada 4. OO 2 25. 00 650. OF or 
New Har i l 2h. 00 676. 00 n 
Ver ) ol l 25.00 a) OO m» 
Ly 5 > OM l 25. 00 00. 00 wD 
Footnotes at end of table, p. 15 
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Paid civilian employment in the executive branch of the Federal Gor- 


ernment, by State, December 1950, and weekly benefit amount for totad unem- 
ployment plus maximum potential benefits in a benefit year, for claimants 
with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, July 1951 


BASIC BENEFIT 


High-quarter wages of $650 
($50 x 13) and base-period 
wages of $2,000 


Federal em- 





Maximum poten- 


High-quarter wages of $850 
($65.40 x 13) and base- 
period wages of $3,000 


Maximum poten- 
tial benefits 


Weekly 
benefit 
amount Dura- 
Amount tion 
(weeks) 
$20. 00 $400 20 
25. 00 650 26 
ww. 00 T= 2h 
25. 00 600) 24 
20.00 480 24 
27.00 702 yi) 
28. 00 728 a 
2.00 320 16 
2.00 TSO 26 
25.00 575 Zz 
2.00 10 2 
2.00 “0 vt) 
2. 00 476 yi 
25. 00 AM) 2 
27.00 40) 1] 
2? 0 iN4 22 
». 00 10 Poi) 
22.00 is4 22 
27.00 40 2 
2.00 my) 16 
Dw. Oo eu 22 
22. 75 455 PU) 
30.00 TSO 2h 
27. 5 715 2f 
25. 00 625 25 
25.00 yw Paul) 
25.00 500 20 
0.00 TUS 264 
28. 00 i) 2 
20. 00 wo 18 
24. 00 i~w 1] 
25. 00 iO 26 
OO 1) Pt) 
a. OO » 16 
22. 00 ho2 16 
1. 00 750 25 
25. 00 oo 24 
2. OO 240 12 
25. OD i) Pal 
25. 00 “OO >» 
25. 00 575 2 
24.00 624 Pall 
22. 00 40 20 
20. 00 HO 18 
25. 00 500 wv 
25. 00 wn) yt) 
25. 00 fi50 26 
25. 00 H50 i’ 
™ OO 728 th 
25.00 uw) yal 
25. 00 an Pall 
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TABLE 5.—Paid civilian employment in the executive branch of the Federal Gov- 


ernment, by State, 


December 1950, and weekly benefit amount for total unem- 


ployment plus marimum potential benefits in a benefit year, for claimants with 
specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, Juiy 1951—Continued 


BASIC BENEFIT PLUS MAXIMUM ALLOWANCE FOR DEPENDENTS 


Federal em 


High-quarter wages of $650 
($50 x 13) and base-period 
wages of $2,000 


Maximum poten- 


High-quarter wages of $850 
($65.40 x 13) and base 
period wages of $3,000 


Maximum poten- 


State ployment Percent tial benefits tial benefits 
Weekly Weekly _ 
benefit benefit 
amount Dura- | amount Dura- 
Amount tion Amount tion 
(weeks (weeks) 
Washington, D. C 
Metropolitan area * 231, 147 11.2 $20. 00 $400. 00 20 $20. 00 $400 2 
Ohio 89, 742 4.4 32. 00 &32. 00 26 $3. 00 R58 yi) 
Massachusetts 55, 347 2.7 31.00 713. 00 2 31.00 713 23 
Maryland 41,979 2.0 33. 00 500. 00 15+ 33. 00 750 20-4 
Michigan 40, 440 2.0 +4. 00 680. 00 1) 35. 00 700 20 
Alaska 13, 223 6 48. 00 1, 200. 00 25 48. 00 1, 200 25 
Arizona 12, 420 6 26. 00 312.00 12 26. 00 312 12 
Connecticut 10, 572 5 +6. 00 774. 00 21+ 6. 00 Q3t 2 
North Dakota 6, 817 ; 31.00 620. 00 yt) Lo 620 a”) 
W yoming 5, 673 3 31. 00 620. 00 20 31.00 620 20 
Nevada 4,000 2 37. 00 062. 00 26 7.00 O82 26 
t Excludes Panama Canal Zone, which had 26,265 Federal emplovees 
2 Metropolitan area includes the District of Columbia, Alexandria City, Ariington County, and part of 
Fairfax County. Va , an? parts of Montgomery County and Prince Georges County, Md 
2 Excludes part in District of Columbia Metropolitan area 
4 Based on average wage in 1949 
5 On the basis of 3 dependents only; could be higher with more dependents 
Source: Civil Service Commiss and State Unemployment Insurance Laws 


Tas_e 6.—Paid civilian employment in the executive branch of the Government, 
June 1938-May 1951 

Period | Number Period Number Period Number 
June 1938 855,000 || June 1943 4, 157,000 || June 1948 2, 091, 000 
June 1939 326, 000 June 1944 +, 312, 000 June 1949 2,110,000 
June 1940 14, 000 June 1945 3, 770, 000 June 1950 1, 967, 000 
June 1941 $70, 000 || June 1946 2, 722, 000 May 1951 2, 445, 000 
June 1942 2, 307, 000 June 1947 2, 129, 000 

' 
Source: Civil Service Commission. 


Mr. Foranp. Are there any questions ¢ 


Mr. Mason. 


Yes: I have one or two. 


On page 7 of your statement you say— 


I am very much in favor of paying benefits through the State agencies 


Mr. Goopwin. Yes, sir. 
Mr. Mason. That isa flat statement. Then on page 8 you point out 
the fact that the benefits paid by the various States are varied; they 
are not uniform: and you say they ought to be uniform so far as Fed. 


eral workers are concerned. 


jibe ¢ 


Mr. Goopwty. No; they are not contradictory. 


How do you make those two statements 
The one seems to be contradictory of the other. 


I believe this pro- 





gram ought to be administered by the States and ought to be a part 
of the Federal-State system. I think the program would be much 
stronger, however, if the Congress provided some standards for this 
particular program. 
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Mr. Mason. Different standards than provided by the States which 
have various types of uniformity in the various States ¢ 

Mr. Goopwin. Well, the Congress made no requirements of the 
States as far as the amount of benefits or duration of benefits is con- 
cerned in this system as a whole. However, when the need for a pro- 
gram for returning soldiers was apparent, Congress set up a service- 
men’s readjustment allowance program which was financed 100 per- 
cent by the Federal Government. It is true in that case Congress said 
“We want the States to administer this program,” but they said “We 
want them to pay benefits in this amount and for this duration.” In 
other words, they set up the standards for that particular program, and 
that is what I have suggested here. 

Mr. Mason. I think the whole crux of this matter of providing un- 
employment compensation for Federal employees rests on two grounds. 
One is, do the Federal employees get other benefits which perhaps do 
not require that the unemployment benefits be paid, in the way of leave, 
and so forth, that private employees do not get, or at least not on the 
same basis. Second, the quest ion, it seems to me, is that if we are going 
to provide uniformity in the benefits to be paid Federal employees re- 
gardless of the State in which they live or what the cost of living is 
in that State or what the type of employment is in that State, then 
we are going to enter into this controversial matter of the Federal 
Government requiring all States to conform to a uniform basis for un- 
employment insurance. That, of course, is the big controversial matter 
in this whole thing of unemployment insurance. It is not whether 
you should provide it or not ; it is how it should be provided and should 
it vary according to the needs of the States. 

For instance, in the Southern States there is a different standard of 
living, different requirements for living, than in the northern ones 
in an industrial community. The cost of living varies greatly; so 
perhaps the unemployment compensation should vary according to the 
variation of conditions in the States. That is the problem as I see it. 

Mr. Goopwix. Of course, Congressman, I would point out that 
the unemployment insurance system has within itself an automatic 
adjustment to this cost-of-living factor. The benefits in all cases in 
all States are based upon the wages earned. It is a percentage of the 
wages, so that you get an automatic adjustment. As between, per- 
haps, New York State when the wages might be $55 to $60, and some 
other State where they might be $40, you get an automatic adjustment 
based upon a formula for the wages paid. 

It is awfully difficult to explain, however, why two Reclamation 
employees, say, Who become unemployed should receive different bene- 
fits—why one of them in one State is entitled to benefits for a maxi- 
mum of 12 weeks and another one just over the line, maybe 20 miles 
away, is entitled to unemployment benefits for 26 weeks. 

I recognize there are arguments on the other side, you understand, 
but it seems to me from the standpoint of the Federal Government as 
an employer that this is rather difficult to explain to an employee 
of the Federal Government. That is what I want to point out to the 
committee. I think the benefits of the bill are entirely good even if 
that were not provided, you understand, but I think that is a point 
well worth the consideration of the committee. 
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Mr. Mason. In view of the fact that some 25 of the States are already 
overdrawing the amounts they pay in—they are in the red each year— 
and in view of the fact there is a bill before the C ongress calling for 
an increase in unemployment compensation up to $30 to $42 a week 
and in view of the fact the type of labor in the different States varies 
considerably—from Mississippi to Illinois, we will say—and_ that 

$30 to $42 per week compensation is pretty high, maybe, for Missis- 

sippi, we have a financial problem to look at in the amount of taxes 
that will have to be levied to make this thing balance so that each 
State will not be drawing out more than it is paying in. 

Mr. Goopwtn. The first point I probably should make in connection 
with your question, Congressman, is that the Federal Government 
would be required under this proposal to finance the Federal workers’ 
cost of benefits. It would not be an additional drain on the State 
system. 

Mr. Mason. Oh, but the Federal Government itself can only get the 
money to meet this cost from the various States in the collection of 
taxes of one kind or another. 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes; that is perfectly true. 

Mr. Mason. You see, we have to think of those things, too. 

Mr. Goopwiy. But I would like to comment, if I may, on your point 
about 30-some States being in the red. 

Mr. Mason. Twenty-five, I believe. I have a table here which gives 
the number of those that are in the red each year. 

Mr. Goopwin. That information that has been given you is errone- 
ous. What that means is that merely for 1 year, because the general 
taxes of the unemployment insurance programs in those States were 
comparatively low and we had that brief inventory recession, during 
that 1 year these States paid out more than they took in. 

Mr. Mason. That was in the year 1950, and that was a peak employ- 
ment year. So, if they were $619 million short for a total of 23 States, 
there is something seriously wrong there that we have to look into; 
otherwise we are going bankrupt on this unemployment fund. 

Mr. Goopwin. I think those figures are on fiscal 1950, which co- 
incided with the inventory recession that we had. I would point out 
that the total of the trust fund accounts of all States is now within a 
few hundred million dollars of the all-time high and equals now 
$7.325,000,000. As I recall, that is within about $800 million of the 
all-time high. 

We had a slight reversal as a result of this situation which I have 
explained. But, of course, those over-all figures are somewhat mis- 
reading, because each one of those State accounts stands or falls on its 
own. 

And a couple of years ago, Mr. Chairman, you remember we were 
talking about two or three States that had special problems of the 
inadequacy of their funds. 

Mr. Foranp. Yes. My own State of Rhode Island was one. 

Mr. Goopwin. Your own State being one of those; yes, sir. Your 
own State and another now are out of danger—at least in the im- 
mediate future. But the point I started to make was that, with the 
exception of a few States, all other States have far more than they 
need in the trust accounts to meet any foreseeable problem. If any- 
thing, you can say the system is overfinanced rather than underfi- 
nanced. 
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Mr. Granger. I am sorry I came in late and did not hear the 
first part of your statement. Have you made any study as to this 
controversy about the cost of living in the various States ¢ 

Mr. Goopwin. I am not very well prepared to testify on that point. 
As you know, the Bureau of Labor Statistics in the Department of 
Labor does make those studies and, if you are interested in any 
particular information, we can get it for you, but I myself am not 
competent really to comment on that subject. 

Mr. Grancer. I was wondering if it is a difference in the cost of 
living or a difference in the standard of living. 

Mr. Goopwin. There is some of both. As I understand it, the larger 
factor is the difference in the standard of living. 

Mr. Grancer. When we are paying Federal employees in the vari- 
ous States, we have a uniform salary rate for them; do we not? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Mr. Grancer. No matter where they work? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. 

Mr. Grancer. In your proposal here, the Federal employee who 
would receive the benefits would make no contribution whatever? 

Mr. Goopwtn. That is right. That would be on the same basis as 
other nongovernmental workers. The employer pays the tax for 
them, too. 

Mr. Granoer. I understand. 

Mr. Harrison. Mr. Director, I notice you make reference in your 
statement to the large number of workers who will be indirectly paid 
by the Government because of working on defense contracts. What 
would be the effect on the morale and otherwise in case those workers 
were given unemployment compensation insurance at a less beneficial 
rate than workers who are paid directly by the Government? The 
difference is only one of the Government paying them the benefit. 

Mr. Goopwiy. I think the principal difference there is that in the 
case of those who would be protected by this legislation, the Govern- 
ment is in the relationship of an employer itself. It is paying the 
cost on the other, but it is not in the relationship of an employer of 
those workers. I think that makes a difference. 

I readily grant your point that there is what you might call an 
inequity the other way. And it is not only in relation to the defense 
workers, but it would be in relation to other industrial workers. It is 
a difference that we had in the servicemen’s readjustment allowance 
program. We had them side by side, and they were paid in the same 
local offices. 

Mr. Harrison. But that is hardly the same thing. I mean that is 
hardly a comparison. This is unemployment compensation, and 
would it not have a bearing or have an effect on the morale of the 
workers or the ability of private industry to get workers in defense 
work or otherwise if two people living across the street from each 
other are treated on a different basis? 

Mr. Goopwrn. I do not believe it would be a major factor because 
I do not believe the association between the people involved would 
be such that it would raise that kind of a problem. But it is one of 
those things that is a little hard to tell. 

Mr. Harrison. Do you think the adoption of your suggestion would 
have a tendency to increase the demand for equality throughout? 

Mr. Goopwin. A tendency to do what? 
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Mr. Harrison. To increase the demand for equality of the workers 
without regard to State lines? In other words, suppose we adopted 
your suggestion with reference to workers paid primarily by the Fed- 
eral Government. Would not we then be met with a request that we 
make it uniform to those indirectly paid by the Federal Government, 
working on defense contracts ¢ 

Mr. Goopwrn. I do not see on what basis that would be tied up with 
the proposal. 

Mr. Mason. Would the gentleman yield there / 

Mr. Harrison. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. In a defense plant in Mississippi, part of the workers 
in that plant are Federal employees under this and part of them are 
working for the private employer. The private employer says “Your 
unemployment compensation is for 12 weeks” ; the Federal Government 
says “It is for 26 weeks.” The private employer says the compensation 
is a certain amount per week, and the Federal Government says it is 
twice as much—to men working side by side. That is bound to en- 
gender dissatisfaction, jealousy, and a demand on the part of workers 
in private industry for equality. 

Mr. Harrison. Of course, the chairman in his opening statement 
pointed out the necessity for this measure because with employees 
working side by side some had this and others did not. Now, the 
proposal would be not only to give these people these benefits but to 
give them special benefits over and above those others. 

Does the Department favor uniformity of benefits throughout, 
without regard to State lines? I do not mean in this bill, but I mean 
in the whole system. 

Mr. Goopwtnx. We favor standards which would narrow the range 
from what it isnow. It would not produce absolutely uniformity, but 
it would narrow the range from what we have at the moment. 

Mr. Harrison. Of course, the theory upon which the act was set 
up originally, except for the few standards necessary to make cer- 
tain that the State unemployment-compensation laws were genuine 
unemployment-compensation measures and not merely relief meas- 
ures, Was that the States were to be left free to set up any unemploy- 
ment compensation that they wished without dictation from Wash- 
ington. Do you subscribe to that? 

Mr. Goopwin. Yes. But if you regard my proposal that the Fed- 
eral Government establish minimum standards as a deviation from 
that theory, I would have to make that exception, because I believe 
it would strengthen the State system if we were to eliminate some 
of this wide range between the States. It makes no sense in terms 
of local conditions, living conditions, or anything else. You cannot 
justify it on that basis. So I think that a Federal-State system of 
unemployment insurance would be strengthened as a whole if you 
had the kinds of standards we are talking about. 

Mr. Harrison. Of course, this proposal you suggest about this bill 
is an opening step toward the objective. 

Mr. Goopwry. This fits in with our over-all recommendation for 
Federal standards; yes, sir. 

Mr. Graneoer. Just on that question, the Federal Government being 
the employer in this instance and yet having a certain consideration 
for State boundaries, you would be justified in setting up standard 
payments; would you not? 
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Mr. Goopwin. That is why we have concluded we are justified in 
proposing what we have here, because the Federal Government is 
the employer of those people who are concerned. 

Mr. Granoer. And if we did not coordinate with the States and 
you were going to administer a Federal agency, that is exactly what 
you would do; is it not ? 

Mr. Goopwin. That is right. We do not think it should be sepa- 
rated: we think it would be wasteful; we think there are benefits in 
making it a part of the State system. 

Mr. Harrison. Speaking of the veterans’ benefits you have talked 
about, there were a good many Federal employees set up in connection 
with that; were there not? 

Mr. Goopwin. I do not know just how many offhand, but the 
major part of that job, the administrative job, was done by the State 
employees. I know the Veterans’ Administration whic h adminis- 
tered the program had a representative in each State office, but that, 
I think, was limited to one man in the State office. And then they 
had employees in Washington—not a large staff, but they did have 
some staff here in Washington. But my point is this, that the ad- 
ministration of the program was in the hands of the States. 

Mr. Harrison. Now, if this bill is enacted, would you recommend 
that a similar set-up be made for Federal employees in each State 
office ¢ 

Mr. Goopwin. No. We would administer it just as we do now. We 
have regional offices. We have a small staff in each regional office, 
and they deal with the States. We do not have anyone right in the 
State offices. 

Mr. Graneer. What about the administration of those differen- 
tials between the various States ? 

Mr. Goopwin. You mean under the bill as it stands now ? 

Mr. Grancer. As you propose here. What about the administra- 
tion on the part of the Federal Government ? 

Mr. Goopwiy. Well, the Federal Government’s role then would be 
limited to setting up, pursuant to anything Congress might enact, 
rules and regulations for carrying that out, just as we do now in the 
Employment Service and the unemployment insurance program. 
There would not be any difference in that respect, as I see it. We 
would establish rules and regulations, and then the States would 
carry -_ the administration of the program just as they do now. 

Mr. Grancer. What about your recommendation? Here you are 
making a greater contribution to one employee in one State than you 
do in another. 

Mr. Goopwrn. That is true. Under our proposal it would still vary 
but not as much. 

Mr. Granecer. It would what? 

Mr. Goopwix. Under our proposal variations would still be pos- 
sible, but they would not be as great. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Goodwin, I think you have made a very splendid 
presentation, and while you are not in full agreement, apparently, 
with the provisions of the bill and you and the Department have 
every right to propose additions and deletions, we appreciate your 
going to the trouble of being here. 
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So far as the question raised by Mr. Harrison relative to addi- 
tional Federal employees being assigned to the State offices is con- 
cerned, I should like to point out that the author of the bill had no 
idea whatsoever of having Federal employees assigned here and there 
but, rather, that the whole system would be handled through the reg- 
ular existing State agencies. I want to make that clear for the record. 

Mr. Harrison. There would be no necessity for increased Federal 
employment. 

Mr. Foranp. It would not be necessary. 

We thank you very much, Mr. Goodwin, for your presentation. 

Mr. Goopwry. We thank you very much. We appreciate this op- 
portunity to be heard. 

Mr. Foranp. The next witness is a representative of the Depart- 
ment of Defense, Admiral Hague. 


STATEMENT OF REAR ADM. WESLEY McL. HAGUE, CHIEF OF THE 
OFFICE OF INDUSTRIAL RELATIONS, NAVY DEPARTMENT 


Admiral Hagur. Iam Rear Adm. Wesley McL. Hague, Chief of the 
Office of Industrial Relations, Navy Department. I have been desig- 
nated to represent the Department of Defense at today’s hearing to 
support the principle of unemployment compensation for Federal 
workers. The Department’s views have been approved by the Bureau 
of the Budget. 

On behalf of the Department of Defense, I urge the extension of 
unemployment insurance to the Government's workers. I need not 
review the philosophy of this means of employment security. It has 
been considered and evaluated on other occasions. The recommenda- 
tions of the executive branch of the Government were succinctly sum- 
marized in the President’s message on unemployment insurance made 
to the Eighty-first Congress. Legislation to give effect to these recom- 
mendations has previously been considered by your committee. The 
provisions of H. R. 3393 affecting Federal employees are also contained 
in H. R. 525, the bill introduced in the Eighty-second Congress to effect 
the President’s recommendations, which the representatives of the 
Department of Labor have discussed. 

It is, similarly, not my purpose in representing the Department of 
Defense to duplicate the work of the Department of Labor spokesmen. 
These officials, who administer the existing program for unemploy- 
ment compensation, are well versed in the technical phases of the pro- 
gram. They are also in a better position to furnish cost data and 
supporting data to graphically illustrate the need for and the effects of 
the legislation. I do not attempt to add to their able discussion. 
However, it is the desire of the Department of Defense as an employer 
to lend its support to the recommendation for extending unemploy- 
ment compensation to Federal employees and to emphasize the need 
for this coverage as shown by our own experience. The problems 
arising from rapid industrial expansion, which takes place during any 
period of war or national emergency, are perhaps reflected in the 
Department of Defense operations more quickly than in any other Gov- 
ernment agency. The experience in the aftermath of World War ITI 
causes us to be mindful of the difficulties in relocating those workers 
whose services are no longer needed. 

87219—51——-4 
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Civilian employment reached an unprecedented peak during World 
War II. The large scale postwar reductions in personnel released 
thousands of workers who could not be readily absorbed through nor- 
mal labor markets. Many of these employees were younger workers 
who entered Government employment initially during World War IT 
in lower paid brackets and who had not accumulated financial reserves 
to tide them over a period of readjustment. Many more experienced 
workers with families were deprived of their livelihood at a time when 
they could ill afford to be without means of support. Because of their 
heavier financial responsibilities these workers generally had been 
unable to accumulate large savings and were forced to reduce their 
standards of living drastically. The lump-sum payment for accumu- 
lated and accrued annual leave represented the only source of income 
immediately available to the former employees. Emergency provi- 
sion was made in 1942 for the accumulation of leave up to a maximum 
of 90 days. Only those employees with substantial periods of service, 
of course, had by 1945 neared or reached the maximum accumulation, 
and a comparatively small number of those separated received pay- 
ments representing the permissible accumulations. The wartime re- 
strictions upon the granting of annual leave for vacation purposes, 
however, did result in some accumulation of leave even for the war- 
service employees with fairly short periods of service. 

Since the cessation of hostilities in World War II, employees have 
been urged, and in some cases required, to reduce leave accumulations. 
It has been the intent of the Department to carry out both the letter 
and spirit of the leave statute, in urging employees to use the bulk 
of their current earnings for vacation purposes, for mental and physi- 
cal relaxation and for attending to personal business. Reasonable 
accumulations for use in emergencies have been sanctioned insofar as 
the accumulations were permitted by law. It has been a matter of 
grave concern, however, that employees have not been permitted to 
accumulate any leave reserve since the close of the calendar year 1949. 
Employees, including those who have accepted Federal employment 
since the outbreak of hostilities in Korea, have been forced to use or 
forfeit all of their 1950 leave earnings by July 1, 1951. The immi- 
nent reduction in annual leave earnings is also a matter of concern 
to employees and management alike. The granting of leave is, of 
course, not the subject of discussion. It is appropriate to consider, 
however, in its relation to the question under consideration. <A reduc- 
tion in leave earnings, caaed with the prohibition against the 
accumulation of leave virtually eliminates the lump-sum leave pay- 
ment as a temporary protection against unemployment. Conse- 
quently, employees today cannot expect even the leave payment as a 
substitute for unemployment compensation. Since the lump-sum 
payment has heretofore constituted the only form of separation pay 
for Federal workers, the Department considers it imperative that 
they be provided a means of financial assistance during periods of 
unemployment. 

In view of the current demand for defense workers there are at the 
present no serious problems resulting from temporary unemployment 
of Government workers. It is not possible to predict at this time the 
extent of future personnel reduction in the Military Establishment. 
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The civilian strength will depend upon the policies which will deter- 
mine the peace-time strength of the military forces. Substantial re- 
ductions can be antic ipated, however, even as a result of partial re- 
trenchment in military operations. In many localities, where hiring 
has been greatly accelerated in defense activities, the release of large 
numbers of defense workers in any one locality is bound to create soci: al 
and economic problems in which the Federal Government will be 
looked to for assistance. Failure on the part of the Government to 
assume responsibility for its own employees will create an unfavorable 
attitude toward the Government as an employer by both its own 
employees and those who would be left to cope with the problems 
of unemployment. The Department of Defense, therefore, strongly 
supports the recommended extension of unemployment compensation 
to Federal employees as sound in principle and as a practical and 
workable method for partially allev. lating the financial and economic 
hardship accompanying unemployment. 

Mr. Foranp. That is a fine statement, Admiral. I am sure you 
are aware of what happened in 1945 when there were cut-backs in all 
the naval establishments, and I have reference to the torpedo station 
at Newport, when not only the young people but many of the old- 
timers were thrown out on the streets without any compensation or 
anything to tide them over. I am very anxious that the Congress 
take some step so that we will not have a repetition of that when 
peace comes, Which we hope will come very shortly. 

Admiral Hacur. We have our ups and our downs, as you know. 
Even in the so-called times of troubled peace we have them, and it is 
a great concern to us when we throw people out on the streets and out 
on the States and the communities. 

Mr. Mason. Admiral, your entire argument is to the effect that 
Federal employees be given benefits of unemployment compensation 
that others get in private employment ? 

I think the majority of the members of this committee grant that. 
We do not need any argument about that. The only thing that is 
worrying us is how to provide that. Must it be uniform for all Fed- 
eral employees no matter where they work, whether they work along- 
side civilian employees in certain plants or not, and so forth? That 
is our problem. I think that we are willing to grant that they should 
be given some form of unemployment compensation, but in what 
form, and how to provide it, and how much, and what standards to 
use, those are the problems that are bothering us. 

Admiral Hacur. Speaking for myself, sir, it seems to me that un- 
less the Federal employees unemployment compensation is keyed in 
with the localities in which they work, we will have a never-ending 
series of problems and difficulties. Either the local employee will be 
saying the Federal employee is getting more, or the Federal employee 
will be s: aving the local employee i is getting more. 

Mr. Mason. You are putting your finger right on the problem con- 
fronting us. 

Admiral Hacvue. That is my own personal opinion as an industrial 
relations officer. It does not reflect necessarily the position of the De- 
partment of Defense, or that of the Bureau of the Budget. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you very much for your testimony. 

We will now hear from Mr. Wilbur J. Cohen, Technical Adviser to 
the Commissioner for Social Security. 
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STATEMENT OF WILBUR J. COHEN, TECHNICAL ADVISER TO THE 
COMMISSIONER FOR SOCIAL SECURITY, FEDERAL SECURITY 
AGENCY 


Mr. Conen. I am very glad to be able to come here today, Mr. 
Forand, to discuss your bill H. R. 3393, to provide unemployment in- 
surance to Federal civilian employees. 

The interest of the Federal Security Agency in your bill derives from 
the fact that under section 702 of the Social Security Act, as recom- 
mended by the Ways and Means Committee in 1935, the law provides 
that the Federal Security Agency shall— 
have the duty of studying and making recommendations as to the most effective 
methods of providing economic security through social insurance, and as to legis- 
lation and matters of administrative policy concerning old-age pensions, unem- 
ployment compensation, accident compensation, and relates subjects. 

In addition, under section 201 of the Social Security Act, as amended 
in 1950, it provides that the Board of Trustees of the Federal old-age 
and survivors insurance system shall 
recommend improvements in administrative procedures and policies designed to 
effectuate the proper coordination of the old-age and survivors insurance and 
Federal-State unemployment compensation programs 

That amendment was added by the Ways and Means Committee to 
the law last year. 

The Federal Security Administrator is a member of the Board of 
Trustees and the Commissioner of Social Security, pursuant to law, 
serves as secretary of the Board of Trustees. 

Last year this committee amended the old-age and survivors law to 
include certain types of Federal employees under the contributory old- 
age and survivors insurance provision. A number of classes were in- 
cluded, and, as the amendment left this committee, about 50,000 Fed- 
eral employees were assumed to be included under the old-age and sur- 
vivors insurance. Subsequent to that act, the Senate amended the bill 
to include additional groups. Later the Congress added the Whitten 
amendment onto appropriation legislation which restricted permanent 
appointment to Federal positions so that most of the Federal employees 
hired during the current emergency were ineligible for coverage under 
the civil-service retirement system and were therefore automatically 
covered by old-age and survivors insurance beginning January 1, 1951, 
of this year. 

This unexpected development greatly increased the number of Fed- 
eral employees to whom old-age and survivors insurance was extended. 
Instead of covering some 150,000 Federal employees, as originally 
estimated under the bill passed, about 485,000 were under the old-age 
and survivors insurance program on April 1, 1951. 

It is our estimate that this figure will continue to rise so that at 
the end of this calendar year about 750,000 Federal employees will be 
covered under the OASI provisions of the Social Security Act. 

Mr. Foranp. Those are all people who are not eligible for civil 
service ? 

Mr. Conen. That is correct, Mr. Forand, and that means that per- 
haps some 750,000 out of roughly 2,500,000 Federal employees will 
now be covered under social security. 

Mr. Foranp. Under OASI? 

















UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 25 


Mr. Conen. Under OASI. 

Mr. Foranp. When we say “social security,” it may be misunder- 
stood to include unemployment insurance. 

Mr. Conen. Under the OASI system, and those employees are now 
contributing 114 percent of their salaries up to $3,600 a year, and the 
Government is contributing an equal amount. 

Now, I think that fact has two bearings on the matter that your 
subcommittee is considering. One is Congress has taken action, and 
we think quite successfully, in covering some Federal employees under 
the old-age and survivors insurance provision of the Social Security 
Act. 

Secondly, that means that these Federal employees will no longer 
have the refund coming to them which they would have had previously 
under the old law when they left civil service and received back the 
6 percent, if they had served less than 5 years. 

When this committee considered legislation in 1944 and 1945, which 
I will recount subsequently, one of the big points made—which goes 
to the point you mentioned this morning, Mr. Mason—was that the 
refund provisions of the Civil Service Retirement Act in effect acted 
as a kind of unemployment insurance provision for the people who 
were terminated or who voluntarily left the civil service. 

A man who worked for the Government 3 or 4 years might leave 
and get a refund of $200 or $300 or $2,000, and that sort of tided him 
over with his terminal leave to take care of whatever he had to do to 
shift to a new job. 1 recount that because a very large part of the 
Federal employees will find that situation no longer obtains because 
these individuals will no longer be contributing the 6 percent to the 
civil-service retirement system, but 114 percent, and progressively up 
to 314, under the OASI program, and they are not entitled to any 
refund when they leave Federal employment because those credits for 
Government service will be added onto their other employment wher- 
ever they work prey lously or subsequently. 

Mr. Foranp. Suppose they transfer to civil-service coverage, do 
they still continue to contribute to OASI? 

Mr. Conen. No, sir. 

Mr. Foranp. They have one or the other? 

Mr. Conen. Yes. 

I think the likelihood is, with the continuation of the Whitten 
amendment, plus the defense emergency, that in the course of a 
couple of years even more than 750,000 Federal employees will be 
covered under the OASI system rather than under the civil service 
because the likelihood is that all these new employees will be given 
appointments that will bring them under the OASI program rather 
than the civil-service retirement program. I think that is a major 
difference in the situation from the situation confronting the Ways 
and Means Committee in 1944 and 1945 when it considered this mat- 
ter. 

Perhaps I will jump ahead in my testimony to recount what your 
committee did say at that time, because I believe that this event, plus 
certain others which have transpired in the interim have changed 
the situation from what it was when the matter was considered pre 
viously. 

In 1944 and again in 1945, the Senate passed bills providing for 
coverage of Federal employees. Each time when those bills came over 








26 UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


there was a great deal of consideration given those bills by the Ways 
and Means Committee. 

I remember one time, Mr. Forand, that you offered an amendment 
on the floor on that matter and it was ruled out of order. On those 
two occasions the Ways and Means Committee said that they would 
again look into the question, but in the report of the committee in 
1944 this is what the Ways and Means Committee said: 

As stated, the committee amendment does not contain provisions (contained 
in the Senate bill) providing for unemployment compensation to Federal em- 
ployees. The question of whether such benefits should be extended to Federal 
employees is one having many ramiffeations and difficulties. A majority of the 
committee were of the opinion that Federal employees should not be granted 
unemployment compensation until the provisions of the Federal Unemployment 
Tax Act had been broadened to cover under the existing system, employees, such 
as merchant seamen, who are not now covered. The effect of granting unem- 
ployment compensation to Federal employees would be to extend these benefits 
to seamen, for example, employed by the Federal Government, while at the 
same time in effect denying similar benefits to seamen employed by private 
operators. 

That was the situation in 1944. 

The same situation would exist with respect to other categories of employ- 
ment, resulting in gross discrimination. Inasmuch as the bill originated in the 
Senate, the general question of extending the coverage of the Federal Unemploy- 
ment Tax Act cannot be considered in connection with this bill because any 
measure extending coverage under that act would be a bill relating to the 
raising of revenues, which, under the Constitution, can originate only in the 
House of Representatives. Thus, if unemployment benefits were extended to 
Federal employees under this bill, the discrimination would be inevitable.’ 

I would like to point out since that statement was made in 1944, 
Congress, in my opinion, has enacted legislation which overcomes 
the objection made by the committee at that time. 

In 1945 Congress extended unemployment insurance to cover Fed- 
eral employees working for the Bonneville Power Administration, 
so we already have a precedent that Congress has extended unemploy- 
ment insurance to one small group of Federal employees. 

In the Social Security Act Amendments of 1946 seamen employed 
by the Federal Government were provided reconversion unemploy- 

: . . , . ‘ . ‘ . ‘ 
ment benefits by title XIII of the Social Security Act and seamen in 
private employment were included in employment under the Federal 
Unemployment Tax Act. 

So the major objections made at that time have now been remedied 
by subsequent action of the Congress, and I think therefore it is perti- 
nent for the committee to consider the matter anew without those dis- 
advantages; plus the fact that the old-age and survivors amendments 
changed the situation on the refund of contributions to the civil- 
service retirement system, I believe merits favorable consideration of 
extension of coverage of Federal employees under unemployment in- 
surance at the present time. 

Subsequent to this action, as you know, the Advisory Council on 
Social Security, composed of 17 distinguished members, considered 
the matter of covering Federal employees under the employment in- 
surance and recommended unanimously that they should be so cov- 
ered. ‘This report was submitted at the end of 1948 to the Congress 
and was the basis largely of the Ways and Means Committee and the 
Senate Finance Committee adopting the amendments to the Federal 
OASI program. 





1 House Report No. 1798, to accompany S. 2051, August 24, 1944, pp. 11-12 
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The Council in making its report stated unanimously : 

The Council believes that the approximately 1.7 million employees of the Fed- 
eral Government, now without unemployment insurance protection, should be 
covered immediately. A civil-service system in itself provides no guaranty 
against unemployment ; separations among civil-service employees in recent years 
(1944-47) have ranged from 36 to 55 percent annually, and on the average some- 
what more than half have been involuntary. Although these rates may be some- 
what higher than may be expected in the future, they are nevertheless an indica- 
tion that Federal workers are subject to a considerable amount of involuntary 
unemployment (p. 157). 

So I think the situation the subcommittee is faced with now is per- 
haps different than it has been for the last 4 or 5 years, and if I may 
be permitted to do so, perhaps it may be expressed ‘along the lines that 
Mr. Mason succinctly put it this morning when he said perhaps the 
question is no longer whether Federal employees shall be included 
under unemployment insurance, but rather how. 

rhe question of how Federal employees should be covered under 
unemployment insurance is indeed a difficult question. I might say 
that it is not only a difficult question but one that requires the wisdom 
of Solomon. 

I would like to submit for the consideration of your committee some 
of the problems that I think are involved in your subcommittee’s 
reaching a decision on this question. 

Mr. Mason. That is exactly what we want. 

Mr. Conen. Because if I may be frank and say personally, I think 
that there are almost insuperable difficulties in the sense that whichever 
way the committee decides you must weigh certain advantages and 
disadvantages, as the members of the committee were saying this 
morning, in arriving at a decision as to what to do. 

In considering extending unemployment insurance protection to 
Federal employees, several basic approaches are open to the Congress. 
Federal employees could be covered for unemployment insurance by a 
system of Federal benefits with eligibility conditions and other re- 
quirements uniform for Federal employees just as the Congress has 
provided for railroad employees under the Railroad Unemployment 
Insurance Act. 

Or the Congress could provide for unemployment insurance benefits 
for Federal employees in accordance with the provisions of State laws, 
as was done for maritime employees and is proposed by H. R. 3393, 
introdueed by Mr. Forand, subject to such terms and conditions as the 
Congress deems appropriate. 

A third possibility would be to leave some matters and the admin- 
istration of the benefits to the State laws and procedures, subject to 
Federal review, as was done in the case of benefits payable to former 
servicemen of World War II, the Servicemen’s Readjustment Act. 

Mr. Mason. That would be a compromise between Federal benefits 
and State laws? 

Mr. Conen. Yes: and what I attempted to do in presenting these 
three alternatives was to say Congress has chosen each one of those 
three alternatives with respect to some group of emplovees at the 
present time, so that one could almost quote Scripture for his purpose 
in saying that you can choose any one of these ways in determining 
what you think is a sound method of applying it to Federal employees. 

Any of am three hasic approaches has various advantages and 
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disadvantages which the Congress must weigh in arriving at a specific 
decision as to how Federal employees should be covered. 

In considering which approach to adopt many different factors 
must be evaluated, and ! believe your decision in that matter depends 
in large part on how much weight you give to one factor as against 
another and reasonable men can well apply different weights to ) what 
they think are more or less important. 

At the present time the pay, hours of work, sick and annual leave, 
and other conditions of work of Federal employees are determined by 
the Federal Government and are uniform for classes of Federal em- 
ployees throughout the country. If Federal employees are not cov- 
ered for unemployment insurance under a system of Federal eligibility 
conditions and benefit provisions, Federal employees will be treated 
differently under the various State laws. I think that is well under- 
stood and appreciated, that that is the consequence of applying the 
State laws just as they are to the Federal employees. 

However, I would like to point out that this inequity could be 
minimized by the establishment of certain standards in the Federal 
law as a condition for the States to pay the benefits and administer 
the program for Federal employees. That would be perfectly proper 
if the subcommittee and the Congress in their wisdom deemed it de- 
sirable to do so. 

H. R. 3393 provides that the Federal Government will pay to the 
States 100 percent of the cost of benefits paid to Federal employees 
by the States while at the same time it provides that Federal em- 
ployees would be made subject to State laws without any basic stand- 
ards relative to such important matters as the amount or duration of 
benefits. 

Some consideration might be given to provisions which would 
assure such employees, for which the Government is directly responsi- 
ble, reasonably adequate and consistent protection, rang a of the 
place of their employment or unemployment within the United States. 

In order to do this, it would not be necessary to establish uniform 
conditions for all provisions, but Congress could, if it so wished, apply 
uniform provisions for such matters which it deemed appropriate 
and important, leaving other matters entirely to the discretion of the 
States. 

If the Federal Unemployment Tax Act were amended to require 
all States to provide minimum standards for all covered employees 
with respect to the amount and duration of benefits, eligibility and 
disqualification from benefits, and related matters, Federal employees 
would have protection under these standards along with all other cov- 
ered employees. 

And if the ea". go were to enact such legislation first, of course 
the prob lem would be greatly resolved because in that case Federal 
employees would have the advantage of the same standards. But in 
considering legislation for Federal employees prior to the time that 
Federal standards are considered, your committee must answer the 
question as to whether it wishes to apply standards to Federal em- 
ployees before it does so for all employees, or whether it wishes to 
apply them only to Federal employees. 

The Federal Security Agency strongly believes that unemployment 
insurance should be prov iled for Feder: al e mplovees. We would pre- 
fer to see some conditions attached to the legislation which would 
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assure greater equity and uniformity as against the very different 
State laws, but if the committee decides that that 1s not practicabie, 
or if the committee decides that is not feasible at the mone iime, 
we believe that it is important in any case that Federal employces 
be covered by State laws pending an examination by the subcommitiee 
of standards for all State unemployment insurance laws. 

Mr. Mason. H. R. 3393 simply applies unemployment compen: a 
tion benefits to kederal employees, but on the same basis as the em 
plovees of the various States: is that correct ¢ 

Mr. Couen. Yes; with a few very minor modifications. 

Mr. Mason. Yes. That is what you call your No. 2 plan, State 
laws. 

Mr. Conen. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. You say if it is practicable or feasible, we could change 
those conditions that are set out in H. R. 3393 to bring about more 
uniformity and more equity as between Federal employees ; is that 


not so ¢ 


Mr. Conen. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. But if we did that, it wonld bring about a large 
amount of inequity and dissatisfaction as between the employees in 
private industry in the State and the employees of the Federal Gov 
ernment in the State, would it not ¢ 

Mr. Conen. It would certainly bring about differences between 


those two groups ves, 

Mor. Mas N Phe} t seems to me the que tion this e mmittoce | 
to decide . Is that desirable at this time? not whether it is feasible 
or practicable. I think it is feasible and practicable, but is it desir 


able to bring about that, shall we say, jealousy and dissatisfaction 
bet ween the employee and the employee of the other in the same State / 
That Is really the crux of the whole matter. 

Mr. CouEen. | agree with you, Mr. Mason, as to the feasibility. 
There is no question about that. That is perfectly within the pur 
view of the Congress, and I think there would be no serious admin- 
istrative difliculties if the action were taken. 

Mr. Mason. Then, Mr. Cohen, in view of the situation we are 
facing. and in view of the fact that there is considerable ununiform 
activity as between the various States now, perhaps it would be ad 
visable for us not to go any further than H. R. 3393 until we have 
gone over the whole problem because that simply means that the 
Federal employees would be put under unemployment compensation, 


but on the same basis as in the various States where thev work. 
Mr. Conen. | think that is a tenable position, Mr. Mason. 
Mr. Mason. That is my position. I would not want to go any 


further than that at the present time. 

Mr. Conen. I would like to say this, to give you an illustration, 
and this is perhaps a minor illustration of how you can apply uniform 
si indards to Feder al emplovees. 

In the bill Mr. Forand has provided what you might say is a modi 
fication or an adaptation of State laws, as to how vou treat a special 
matter like accrued annual leave of Federal employees, and in the 
sense that while vou are app iving State law generally to Federal 
employee in the bi I], here is an urea where you have to mae a sig 
nificant difference because of the conditions of Federal employment. 
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Mr. Mason. That already prevails now. 

Mr. Conen. That already prevails, although there is accrued leave 
for people in private employment which is handled differently under 
the different State laws. 

I think the provisions in Mr. Forand’s bill for the way that accrued 
annual leave is provided is perhaps a reasonable solution of the difficult 
problem of what to do when an individual has 30 or 60 days’ annual 
leave coming and is still unemployed. As I interpret the section, 
you provide in the bill that the unemployment benefits do not begin 
until the equivalent of that leave has been exhausted., I think the 
committee could, if it wished to do so, look into any other matters 
similar to that and include in the bill a uniform provision on other 
things. 

Let me give you an illustration. Take the waiting period. The 
waiting period under the State laws differs in each State. You are 
putting in here a provision that in effect requires a longer waiting 
period to take account of the accrued annual leave of Federal em- 
ployees, and I see no objection, if the committee so desires, to estab- 
lishing a uniform waiting period for Federal employees, and that is in 
the light of this special provision. I am not arguing the question. I 
am just saying if the committee wishes to go into special provisions 
like that, it certainly is within the possibility of considering the estab- 
lishment of certain uniform things which apply to Federal emplovees 
which would not, I believe, cause the possible dissatisfaction which 
you mention. 

Mr. Mason. That is true, but suppose we did make special provi- 
sions along that line, then we would be giving the Federal employees 
not only the advantage of accumulated leave, but also unemployment 
compensation at the same time, duplicating or overlapping the two, 
and that in itself is something that we have to decide is desirable. 

Mr. Conen. That is correct. That is a very difficult question, be- 
cause it depends on how you look at this matter of accrued annual 
leave for Federal employees. If you look upon it as a right, you 
might say, growing out of his contractual relations with the Govern- 
ment as an employee and at the termination of his employment he 
has this leave which he could have used all up previous to that time, 
then you should pay him his unemployment insurance benefit upon 
the termination of his employment irrespective of his leave. In 
other words, I think it is fair to say that provision does discriminate 
against the man who has tried rigorously not to use his leave all up 
but to save it for the termination of his employment and use it for an 
unemployment compensation contingency. So I would say, Mr. 
Mason, it would be possible to give Federal employees a stand: ardized 
waiting period recognizing the leave situation which, on the whole, 
would not give more preferential advantages when the situation is 
looked at as a whole. 

Mr. Foranp. Are there any questions ? 

Mr. Marry. I have one question. This matter of standardizing 
all unemployment compensation throughout the entire United States 
is much beyond the scope of this bill, but if we were to modify this 
bill to set rp - Sairsagn al employees on a nationally uniform ‘basis, 
we would thre create a situation that would have a far-reaching im- 
pact on the sates we later consideration of the basic question of 
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Federal directed uniformity of unemployment compensation through- 
out the country. 

Mr. Couen. I think there is some merit to that, Mr. Martin. 

Mr. Martin. It would be exceedingly dangerous for us to approach 
that major issue piecemeal, as we will set in motion cross currents that 
will perhaps have some terrific impact on this committee's future 
consideration of the major issue. 

Mr. Couren. I think that is possibly the answer, although I believe, 
if the committee did do it, I should distinguish the treatment of 
Federal employees from the problem of all other employees in this 
respect, that under the way this bill is drafted the Federal Govern- 
ment, in effect, is paying the States 100 percent of the cost of their 
providing benefits under the terms and conditions of their State laws 
to Federal employees. That is a pretty generous type of Federal 
grant-in-aid, you might say, to the States in the sense of the Federal 
Government taking upon itself the financial responsibility of paying 
all of the cost without any terms or conditions whatsoever. 

I believe the argument for doing that with something like this is 
that there is a self-protective device on the part of the States not to 
do any more for Federal employ ees than they would do for their State 
employees or employees of private employers. Therefore, the Fed- 
eral Government does not have to worry about being saddled with 
excessive costs such as you might have in public assistance if you 
followed the same theory. Therefore, 1 would say if you were going 
to apply the terms and conditions for Federal employees and wanted 
to distinguish it, you would distinguish it on the ground that in the 
application of the law you provide 100 percent of the cost, and the 
bederal Government quice properl could apply terms and conditions 
which it might not necessarily do to the normal grant-in-aid to the 
States. 

Mr. Martin. But that would not alleviate our problem in trying 
Lo bi ing about equal ireatment of the employees; that Is, the source ot 
the funds ts not an adequate answer to the employee who is working 
side by side with other privately employed people. 

Mr. Conen. No, sir 

Mr. Martin. And I think our basic decision on the matter of making 
uniform unemployment standards will be clouded somewhat if we 
draw in that factor. It seems to me we have the problem of equal- 
izing employees whom we are trying to protect rather than trying to 
reach out on a tangent and pull in the source of the funds as justifica- 
tion for a differentiation that would be set up between different classes 
Ol eliptrovees, 

Mr. Conen. [ think either way you go, Mr. Martin, you are going 
to have difficulty, for this reason. What you said is true, but at the 
same time let us assume that at some time three individuals living 
here in the District of Columbia become u emploved and one works 
in Suitland, Md., for the Census, one works at the Pentagon, and one 
works in the District of Columbia, and all three of those girls live 
in the same rooming honse down here in the District of Columbia. 
All three of them get unemployed, and assume all three got the same 
wage and have worked for the seme time for the Federal Government. 
‘Those three people living in the Distr ct of Columbia having the same 
wage, (he same standard of living, and living in the same locality will 
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get three different benefits, ranging strikingly, let us say, if 1 remem- 
ber, from $16 a week in Virginia to as much as, for a person who hap- 
pens to have a family, $33 under the law of Maryland. So either 
way I think you are going to get a certain problem. 

Mr. Martin. Oh, yes. This last situation you have described is a 
situation we must give consideration in the big issue of whether to 
standardize on a national basis the unemployment benefit program. 
But that still does not justify us in going off on a tangent as to the 
source of the funds or the classification of the employee to set.up a 
different unemployment benefit schedule. I grant your illustration 
is one we must give consideration in the big issue that is beyond the 
scope of this bill, but I do not want to use this bill or to have this bill 
used as an entering wedge to drive toward creating greater confusion 
or greater unfairness just because there is unfairness existing, perhaps, 
in other comparisons that we should make in considering the big 
question. 

Mr. Harrison. Those people you referred to could be employees of 
private employers just as well. 

Mr. Conen. Oh, yes. If the three people live in the District and 
one happened to be working in Maryland and one in Virginia, that 
would pertain, except I think the matter is somewhat more intensified 
in the Federal Government because the employment is localized here 
in this area. I think about 11 percent of all Federal employees are 
localized in this tri-State area. You have somewhat the same situa 
tion in New York, Newark, and a few other places in the country. 

You are quite right; that is true. 

Mr. Harrison. Now, if you put that law through for minimum 
standards for Federal workers—say the three girls lived together and 
two worked for the Government and one did not and worked over in 
Virginia—then you would be in the same difficulty. 

Mr. Conen. Yes. 

Mr. Mason. Of course, as to those three gals living here together 
in the District and working in different States, the answer to that 
is to let them get C1 il service status and be treated uniformly or quit 
if they do not like it. Let them go and live in the States where they 
are working. I would not consider that a very severe problem to 
solve. 

Mr. Martin. Do they have that within their control, though—the 
matter of determining the classification ¢ 

Mr. Foranp. That appears to be one of the big items we will have 
to give some consideration to and try to work out. Just what we will 
be able to do, of course, no one can foretell. That will be some- 
thing for us in executive session. 

Mr. Martin. But in our consideration of this bill I do not like to 
draw in factors that will trouble or confront us when we get back here. 

Mr. Mason. But this bill does not do it, and, if the bill does net do 
it, then it won't be done unles we members of this committee vote to 
clo it. 

Mo. Voranp. All we are holding the hearing for is to get all of the 
information possi! le. 

If there are no further questions, we thank you, Mr. Cohen, for your 
recommendations, 
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There has just been handed to the chairman a report from the 
Bureau of the Budget and, if there is no objection, | would like to 
insert this in the hearing at this point. 

(The matter above referred to is as follows :) 


EXECUTIVE OFFICE OF THE PRESIDENT, 
BUREAU OF THE Bupcer, 
Washington, D. C., July 18, 1951. 
Hon. Konerr L. DouGcuron, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, F-15 New House Office Building, 
Washington 25, D.C 

My lear Mr. CHAtrRMAN: This is in reply to Mr. Davis’ letter of June 29, 
1951, inviting the Bureau of the Budget to comment on H a bill to 
amend the Social Security Act to provide unemployment compensation for Fed 
eral employees, and for other purposes 

Under the provisions of the bill, the Social Security Act would be amended 
so as to authorize the Secretary of Labor, on behalf of the United States, to 
enter into an agreement with any State whereby the State will make, as agent 
of the United States benefit payments in the same amount, on the same terms, and 
subject to the same conditions as the compensation which would be payable under 
the unemployment compensation law of the State in which the Federal employee 
last performed Federal service if such Federal service had been covered under the 
State unemployment compensation law In the case of a Federal employee who 
last performed Federal service outside of any State, his benefits would be deter 
mined under the law of the State of his residence In the case of any State 
which does not make an agreement to make such payments or fails to make 
payments in accordance with such an agreement, the Secretary of Labor is au- 
thorized to make such payments in the samme amounts, on substantially the same 
terms, and subject to substantially the same conditions as though such agree 
ments had been entered into and such agency made such payments. The bill 
further provides for various administrative, fiscal, and legal provisions to carry 
out the general requirements. 

The President has urged the extension and improvement of our existing un 
employment compensation system. The full program of the President in this 
matter is contained in H. R. 525 Section 16 of that bill provides unemploy 
ment compensation for Federal civilian employees. H. R. 3303 is identical with 
this section of H, R. 525. If consideration of the broader issue is not possible 
at this time, this Office has no objection to consideration of legislation such as 
that provided in H. R. 3393. State unemployment compensation laws now con 
tain differences in the amount and duration of benefits and in eligibility and dis 
qualification provisions. To minimize these differences and improve the system 
as it now applies to all covered workers, H. R. 525 also provides minimum stand 
ards as to amount and duration of benefits and eligibility and disqualification 
provisions Provisions for these minimum standards are not included in H. R 





200° 
oedehed. 


Closely associated with provision of compensation for Federal employees in 
the event of unemployment after termination of their jobs is the question of ac- 


cumulation of unsued annual leave. Accumulation to 60 days has been generally 
permitted and the pay for such leave is frequently regarded by Federal empl yees 
as a kind of separation pay or unemployment insurance for use in the con 


tingency of separation from the service. It is the view of this Bureau that no 
change in the present annual leave accumulation policy should be made until 
Federal employees are adequately covered under unemployment compensation 
laws. 

The coverage of Federal workers under the unemployment compensation system 
is highly desirable. Such coverage would be even more desirable if the minimum 
standards for all workers, as contained in H. R. 525, were enacted Therefore, 
we urge in considering H. R. 3393 that vou also give most serious consideration 
to the provisions of H. R. 525, which would provide such minimum standards for 
all covered workers 

Sincerely yours, 
Ev_mer B. STAATS 
issistant Director 
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Mr. Conen. Mr. Forand, we have submitted our formal report to 
the clerk of the committee pursuant to the request, from which I read 
some parts. Would it be possible to have the Federal Security 
Agency’s report show at the conclusion of my testimony ? 

Mr. Foranpv. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The report referred to is as follows:) 


FrpERAL Securiry AGENCY, 
Washinyton, D. C., July 17, 1951. 
Hion. R. L. Dovenron, 
Chairman, Committee on Ways and Means, 
House of Representatives, Washington 25, D C. 

Dear MR. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of March 28, 
1951, for a report on H. R. 3393, a bill to amend the Social Security Act to pro- 
vide unemployment insurance for Federal civilian employees, and for other pur- 
poses. 

The bill would provide for the addition of a new title XV in the Social Security 
Act authorizing the payment of unemployment insurance benefits to Federal 
civilian employees. The Secretary of Labor is authorized on behalf of the 
United States to enter into an agreement with any State whereby the State will 
make, as agent of the United States, benefit payments in the same amount, on 
the same terms, and subject to the same conditions as the compensation which 
would be payable under the unemployment compensation law of the State in 
which the Federal employee last performed Federal service, if such Federal 
service had been covered under the State unemployment compensation law. In 
the case of a Federal employee who last performed Federal service outside of 
any State, his benefits would be determined under the law of the State of his 
residence. In the case of any State which does not make an agreement to make 
such payments or which fails to make payments in accordance with such agree- 
ment, the Secretary of Labor is authorized to make such payments in the same 
amounts, on substantially the same terms, and subject to substantially the same 
conditions as though such agreements had been entered into and such agency 
inzde such payments. The bill provides for various administrative, fiscal, and 
legal provisions to carry out the general requirements. The bill is technically 
defective in that while the Social Security Act is amended by creating a new 
title XV, the section numbers relate to title XIV. 

The Federal Security Agency has long been on record in favor of providing 
unemployment insurance benefits for Federal employees. I believe that it is 
important that the coverage of our social insurance programs be broadened to 
over as many persons as possible. 

In considering extending unemployment insurance protection to Federal em- 
ployees, several basic approaches are open to the Congress. Federal employees 
could be covered for unemployment insurance by a system of Federal benefits 
with eligibility conditions and other requirements uniform for all Federal em- 
ployees such as the Congress has provided for railroad employees under the 
Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act. Or the Congress could provide for 
un-mployment insurance benefits for Federal employees in accordance with the 
provisions of State laws such as was done for maritime employees and is pro- 
posed by H. R. 3°98 subject to such terms and conditions the Congress deemed 
appropriate. <A third possibility would be to cover Federal employees under 
certain uniform provisions, but to leave some matters and the administration 
of the benefits to State laws and procedures, subject to Federal review, as was 
done in the case of benefits payable to former servicemen of World War IT. 

\ny of these three basic approaches have various advantages and disadvan- 
taves which the Congress must weigh in arriving at a specific decision as to how 
Federal employees should be covered. In considering which approach to adopt, 
many different factors must be evaluated. At the present time the pay, hours 
of work, sick and annual leave, and other conditions of work for Federal em- 
plovees are determined by the Federal Government and are uniform for classes 
of Federal employees throughout the country If Federal employees are not 
covered for unemployment insurance under a system of federally established 
eligibility conditions and benefit provisions, Federal employees will be treated 
differently under the various State laws. This inequity could be minimized by 
the establishment of certain standards in the Federal law as a condition for the 
States to pay the benefits and administer the program for Federal employees. 
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H. R. 3398 provides that the Federal Government will pay to the States 100 
percent of the cost of benefits paid to Federal employees by the States while 
at the same time it provides that Federal employees would be made subject to 
State law without any basic standards relative to such important matters as 
the amount or duration of benefits. I believe that consideration should be given, 
therefore, to provisions which would assure such employees, for which the Fed- 
eral Government is directly responsible, reasonably adequate and consistent 
protection, irrespective of the place of their employment or unemployment within 
the United States. If the Federal Unemployment Tax Act were amended to 
require all States to provide minimum standards for all covered employees with 
respect to the amount and duration of benefits, eligibility and disqualification 
from benefits, and related matters, Federal employees would have protection 
under these standards along with all other covered employees. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that there is no objection to the submission 
of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
JoHN L. THURSTON, Acting Administrator. 

Mr. Foranp. Mr. Disbrow is our next witness. 

Identify yourself for the purpose of the record. 


STATEMENT OF WALTER L. DISBROW, PRESIDENT, RETIREMENT 
FEDERATION OF CIVIL SERVICE EMPLOYEES, ACCOMPANIED BY 
C. L. DORSON, SECRETARY-TREASURER 


Mr. Dissrow. Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee, 
my name is Walter L. Disbrow and I am accompanied by C. L. Dor- 
son. We appear before you to present the views of our organization 
in support of H. R. 3393, a bill to amend the Social Security Act to 
provide unemployment insurance for Federal civilian employees, and 
for other purposes. 

Legislation of this type has been recommended for a number of 
years by various agencies of the Government and others. The United 
States Civil Service Commission, in its sixtieth, sixty-first, sixty- 
second, and sixty-fourth annual reports, recommended that “legisla- 
tion should be enacted W hich WwW ill provide severance pay or unemploy- 
ment compensation for Goverhment employees.” 

The Federal Security Administrator in his annual report for 1949 
strongly recommended that unemployment compensation be pro- 
vided for Federal! employees. 

The Advisory Council on Social Security, in its report to the Sen- 
ate Committee on Finance, Senate Document No. 206, Eightieth Con- 
Tess, Se¢ ond SeSSIOn,. page a recommended as follows: 

“3. Federal civilian em ployees. -Employees of the Federal Gov- 
ernment and its instrumentalities should receive unemployment bene- 
fits through the State unemployment insurance agencies in accordance 
with the provisions of the State unemployment insurance laws. The 
States should be reimbursed for the amounts actually paid in bene- 
fits based on Federal employment. If there is employment under 
both the State system and for the Federal Government during the 
base period, the wage credits should be combined and the States should 
be reimbursed in the proportion which the amount of Federal em- 
ployment or wages in the base pe riod bears to the total employment 
or wages ih the base period. The special provisions for federally 
employed maritime workers should be extended until this recom- 
mendation for covering all Federal employees becomes effective.” 
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Legislation to correct the inequities brought about by the exclusion 
of Federal emplorees from the benefits of unemployment compensa- 
tion has long needed the attention of the Congress. 

We, therefore, strongly endorse H. R. 3393 and urge favorable 
acilon by youl committee and the Congress. 

Mr. oranp. Thank you, Mr. Disbrow. If there are no further 
colments, th . committee stands adjourned until 10 o'clom k tomorrow 
morning. 

(The subcommittee thereupon adjourned until Thursday, July 19, 
1951, at 10 a. m.) 














UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL 
CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


THURSDAY, JULY 19, 1951 


House or RepresENTATIVES, 
SvupncoM MITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON Ways AND MEANS, 
Washington, dD. C’. 

The subeommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Aime J. Forand (chairman) 
presiding. 

Mr. Foranp. The committee will come to order. 

The first witness this morning is Mr. Marion Williamson, director 
of the employment security agency and chairman of the legislative 
committee of the Interstate Conference of Employment Security 


Agencit s, Atlanta. 


STATEMENT OF MARION WILLIAMSON, DIRECTOR, EMPLOYMENT 
SECURITY AGENCY, AND CHAIRMAN, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE 
OF THE INTERSTATE CONFERENCE OF EMPLOYMENT SECURITY 
AGENCIES, ATLANTA, GA. 


Mr. Witi1amson. Iam Marion Williamson, director of the employ- 
ment security agency of the Department of Labor of the State of 
Georgia. I am appearing as chairman of the legislative committee 
of the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies. On 
behalf of the conference of State administrators, I express apprecia- 
tion for this opportunity to express certain views concerning the legis- 
lative item before you, H. R. 3393. 

I want to make clear at this point that while I am appearing in a 
representative capacity and believe that I am expressing the views of 
the overwhelming majority of the State administrators, there has been 
no poll of the States with reference to the considerations IT am about 
to present. However, the views I shall try to express are the consensus 
of the legislative committee and of the top conference officials. The 
State administrators know the position the conference has taken and 
know that they may individually seek hearings or otherwise notify 
the committee where they differed with the position of the conference 
committee. 

We do not believe that it is within the province of State adminis- 
trators to take a position with reference to the main principle in this 
legislative item—namely, the provision of unemployment compensa- 
tion benefits for Federal workers. While some administrators might 
have views concerning the matter by reason of their social philosophy 
and their status as taxpayers, yet we think that in our capacity as 
administrators we can best advise as to the administrative considera- 
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tions involved. Whether Federal workers receive unemployment 
compensation benefits is, in our estimate, pec ‘uliarly within the domain 
of Congress in establishing the conditions of employment for Federal 
workers, and is essenti: ally similar to the congressional problem of 
determining pay classifications, annual leave, “retirement programs, 
and other incidents of Federal employment. We are in a position of 
advising you that if you see fit to recommend unemployment com- 
pensation benefits for Federal workers that the proposal before you 
is essentially sound. By reason of its integration with the existing 
Federal-State program, it can be administered with a minimum dis- 
turbance of existing organization and machine ry and with a minimum 
of expenditures for administration 

State unemployment compensation agencies have, for more than 
5 years, been utilized for the payment of readjustment allowances to 
millions of former members of the armed services. This was pur- 
suant to the provisions of title V of the Servicemen’s Readjustment 
Act of 1944. I am sure that State administrators and officials of the 
Veterans’ Administration will join in the over-all conclusion that this 
arrangement for paying veterans’ readjustment allowances through 
State agencies acting as agents of the Veterans’ Administration has 
been eminently successful and economical in its operation. There is 
reason to believe that the adaptation of this arrangement, as provided 
In H. R. 3393, would be as successful, so far as provisions of law are 
concerned. Speaking on behalf of the States, I can assert with con- 
fidence that the provision of benefits for Federal workers can be 
successfully administered along the lines of the pending proposal. 

The States are particularly pleased to note that the benefits are to 
be paid or denied by State personnel in accordance with the provi- 
sions of State laws. It would be inadvisable, in our opinion, both 
from the standpoint of policy and administration, to provide for a 
national uniform system set up for the particular coverage of this 
limited group of workers. We think provisions for benefits in accord- 
ance with State laws is essenti: ally sound when measured in terms of 
the conclusion of the Special C ommittee on Postwar Economic I olicy 
(my own Senator George, chairman), who recommended benefits for 
Federal employees in 1944. The relevant portion of their report 


reads as follows: “The committee feels that the employees of the 
Government * * * should be brought under the act. Govern- 


ment workers in arsenals and shipyards and in other Government 
agencies have worked and lived side by side with workers in private 
industry. The Government, through its war contracts, has paid the 
cost of the unemployment compensation taxes on those working for 
private war plants. The committee sees no reason why it should not 
pay it for those on its own payroll.” The point is, that the committee 
recommended parity of treatment of Federal workers as compared 
with workers in private industry employed in the same loc ality and 
at essentially the same oceups itions. 

There are some, I know, who may argue that the payment of benefits 
to Federal workers under the conditions prescribed by State laws 
would be diserimin: atory in that payments would be conditioned on 
the place of work. Thus the employees of one employer, the United 
States Government, would have a variety of potential benefit rights. 
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However, this possible criticism, for what it is worth—and we think it 
is considerably outweighed by offsetting factors—is no more valid in 
this situation than with reference to the position of workers for pri- 
vate firms with multi-State operations such as General Motors, United 
States Steel, General Electric, or for that matter, thousands of other 
businesses. 

Though we endorse the general administrative feature of the meas- 
ure—namely, the utilization of State agencies in the making of benefit 
payments in accordance with the conditions prescribed under State 
laws, we believe that the measure can be improved through certain re- 
finements of the general principles. We would like to emphasize that 
the success of the conte mpl ited administrative arrangement is essen- 
ti: lly de spe ndent upon the fullest cooper: ation and collaboration of af- 
fected Federal and State agencies. In our opinion the outstanding 
success of the administration of the veterans’ readjustment allowance 
program was due largely to the fact that Federal-State collaboration 
was provided for to the fullest extent in legislation. Certainly the 
Secretary of Labor must be provided with the power to make rules 
and reguations, and this power is provided in section 1409 of the item 
before us. However, may we strongly urge in connection with this 
delegation of rule-making power that the committee give very careful 
consideration to the language of Congress applicable to a similar Fed- 
eral-State program as set forth in section 1100 (b) of the Servicemen’s 
Readjustment Act. It is therein provided that similar to section 1409 
of the presently proposed legislation, the administering Federal official 
has authorization to make such rules and regulations as may be neces- 
sary to carry out the objectives of the legislation. But it is further 
provided, “that cooperative rules and regulations relating to the per- 
formance by Federal or State departments, or agencies, of functions 
under agreements made therewith may be made by the Administrator 
after consultation and advisement with representatives of such de- 
partments or agencies.” Although, as will be noted, it is not made 
mandatory on the administering Federal official to consult with State 
personnel in the formulation of rules and regulations relating to the 
Federal-State relationship, we do consider it highly important, how 
ever, that the Congress manifest its intent that there should be mu 
tuality of interests in the exercise of the very important rule-making 
power, 

On the basis of the noted provision in the Servicemen’s Readjust- 
ment Act, the officials of the Veterans’ Administration sought the 
advice and counsel of affected State agencies in the development of 
all rules and regulations. Certainly it remained with the Adminis- 
trator of Veterans’ Affairs to make the ultimate decision, but I am sure 
that the outstandingly successful Federal-State relationship which 
marked the administration of the readjustment allowance program 
was in no small part due to the complete collaboration of the Veterans’ 
Administration with the State administrators in the promulgation of 
rules and regul: ations. After all, the State fi ME os ators were the 
ones who had to contend with the operational problems and individuals 
on human relations in the field—and if this measure is enacted, they 
will be ina similar situation. 

It might be said that this language is not really important, that in 
the last analysis the willingness of the administering Federal ofticial— 
in this case, the secretary of Labor—to fully enlist the assistance of 
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State agencies is the all-important item. However, we do think that 
an indication of congressional intent that there shall be full and com- 
plete collaboration is highly important. 

In conclusion, I would like to summarize the salient points I have 
attempted to make. 

The prov ision of benefits for Federal workers to be paid under 
the provisions of State laws is administratively sound. The States 
can and will effectively administer their end of the program if this 
- isure is enacted into law. 

The benefit provisions of State laws governing amounts and dura- 
tion of benefits and conditions of the receipt of benefits are equitable 
and thoroughly consistent with the existing Federal-State program. 

3. The delegation of the rule-making power to the Secretary of 
Labor might well be accompanied by a congressional statement of its 
intent that he exercise this power in collaboration with the State 
partners in the program. ‘ 

Again, on behalf of the State administrators, may IT thank you for 
this opportunity of presenting these views on the matter before vou. 

I would like to introduce into the record Veterans’ Administration 
Letter No. 129, dated February 6, 1951, which is a report of the Vet- 
erans’ Administration relating to the operation of the readjustment 
allowance program from August 1944 to January 1951. It gives the 
high lichts of the collaboration between the Veterans’ Administration 
and the States. It also gives some costs of that program—how much 
per claim, and so forth. That cost would not be as essential as the 
collaboration part because there were no wage credits required under 
the Veterans’ Adiministration program as would be required under 
this act. It would be more expensive to administer this law. 

Mr. Foranp. You would like to insert that letter as a part of your 
remarks ¢ 

Mr. Witut1amson. I would like to. 

Mr. Foranp. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

(The letter referred to is as follows:) 

Vet ADMINISTRATION, 
Washington “D. C.. February 6, 1951 
Administrative Letter No. 129. 
To: All State employment security agencies. 
All readjustment allowance agents. 
Subject: Report Relating to Operation of Readjustment Allowance Program 
From August 1944 to January 1, 1951. 

1. The readjustment allowance program administered by the Veterans’ Ad 
ministration is unique in some respects in that title V of Public 346 permits the 
utilization of existing Federal and State agencies in the administration of 
the program. Pursuant to such permissive authorization the Veterans’ Admin- 
istration entered into separate written individual contracts with 51 separate 
State jurisdictions administering unemployment insurance. The various agen- 
cies, in addition to the 48 States, included the District of Columbia, Alaska, and 
Hawaii. The Veterans’ Administration also created a unit of organization in 
Puerto Rico to administer the program directly under the supervision of cen- 
tral office since there was unemployment insurance law in existence in Puerto 
Rico at the time the program was initiated. Cooperative arrangements were 
also made through the Panama Canal in administering the program in the Pan- 
ama Canal Zone. The Philippine Islnds were not included under the law. How- 
ever, certain benefits were paid to eligible veterans in Guam and Samoa. In 
the latter two areas the Department of the Navy cooperated with the Veterans’ 
Administration in the payment of allowances. 
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2. The agreements with the States and Territories were negotiated during 
August 1944 and the law provided for the commencement of payment of allow 
ances in the first week of September of that same year. A committee from 
the States was designated by the Interstate Conference of Employment Security 
Agencies to work with the Veterans’ Administration in formulating the regula 
tions which were subsequently adopted. ‘The consultations with respective State 
groups in the drafting of regulations proved to be conducive to very good Fed 
eral-State relationships 

3. In the early months of the administration of the program a number of 
individuals on the staffs of State agencies were borrowed by the Veterans’ Ad 
ministration and rendered valuable services to both the Veterans’ Administra 
tion and the State agencies. This particularly applied in the administration of 
the program in Puerto Rico where three individuals were borrowed from State 
agencies and spent 6 weeks to 2 months in setting up the initial program there 
at a time when approximately 40,000 World War II veterans were unemployed 
and all attempting to file claims for allowances at the same time. 

4. Following the initial issuance of regulations a series of meetings were held 
throughout the United States, one in New York, one in Kansas City and one in 
Salt Lake City, in which all States were properly represented and detailed dis 
cussion of various operating problems was had in addition to careful considera- 
tion of the tentative draft of the regulations. These meetings took place be- 
tween August 14 and 25, 1944. After these meetings the regulations were for- 
mally approved and issued to the cooperating State agencies. About the only 
changes that have transpired in those regulations have been brought about by 
new phases of operations entering into the picture which necessitated supple 
mentation and slight revision. No controversies of any importance resulted 
from the application of the regulations and on the whole an excellent relation- 
ship has existed between the contracting parties 

> A number of standing committees were designated by the State agencies to 
cooperate with the readjustment allowance service of the Veterans’ Administra 
tion in smoothing out operating difficulties. Such problems as the interstate 
migration of veterans and the payment of allowances to those veterans received 
careful attention. The prevention of concurrent payments of readjustment 
allowances and subsistence allowances also created another problem The de 
tection of fraud resulted in the creation of a standing committee by the States 


on this particular question. Also, the problem of improper or erroneous pay 
ments resulting in overpayments to veterans was another ject that brought 
about the appointment of a standing committee by the Stat.s to cooperate with 


the Veterans’ Administration in this undertaking. 

6. In addition to these factors, as well as others, that brought about close co 
operative relationships there was also a direct contact with the national execu 
tive committee of the Interstate Conference of Employment Security Agencies 
which met at about 60-day intervals in Washington. The national executive 
committee of the State agencies comprised 12 vice presidents, a pres dent, and 


the immediately past national president Representatives from the readjust- 
ment allowance service have always been advised of these meetings by the sec 
retury of that organization and he has included upon the agenda of the national 
executive committee items for appropriate discussion involving administration 
of the program with the States. As a result, important administrative problems 
were constantly called to the attention of the various State directors through their 
executive committee and excellent cooperation was received by the Veterans’ 
Administration from this committee 

7. The original agreement provided that the State agencies, through the local 
employment offices, would take claims, make determinations, adjudicate the 
claims and make payments substantially in the same manner as they did under 
their own State laws except where the reculations of the Veterans’ Administra 
tion and the Federal law required a uniform application of certain specific pro 
visions There were approximately 3,000 local employment offices throughout 
the United States and these offices of the State agencies were manned by about 
~3,000 employees. During the peak claims load under the readjustment allow 
gnee program the total employees of State agencies may have been in excess 
of 25.000 

S. The readjustment allowance service maintained a small staff in the central 
office in Washington and the duties of this staff primarily related to the issuance 
of procedures and standards governing the operations of the program within 
the States. It also included a unit devoted to the fiscal accounting necessary 
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in maintaining records with respect to administrative funds granted to State 
avencies for administering the program. This unit of operation maintained a 
caretul check on the administrative costs of readjustment allowances and budgets 
for operating State agencies were considered each 6 months and allocations of 
the administrative funds made on a quarterly basis. These budgets were ap- 
proved upon a workload measurement basis in which time factors were con- 
sidered and hourly rates applied to those factors in arriving at the total over-all 
budget In addition, consideration was given to such nonpersonal services as 
rents, supplies, ete. Only in exceptional cases did the readjustment allowance 
service approve funds for the purchase of equipment. The administrative funds 
of State agencies were periodically audited by the Bureau of Accounts and 
Audits of the Bureau of Employment Security and the reports of such audits 
submitted to the readjustment allowance service. This function was performed 
on a contract basis and the Bureau of Employment Security was reimbursed 
$25,000 a year for services rendered. This arrangement continued through the 
fiscal vear 1948, 

% Late in 1945 and for most of 1946, the unemployment claims load within 
the States varied from 300,000 continued claims each week to in excess of 
1,800,000. In addition, claims for self-employment allowances, which were on 
a monthly basis, ranged from 100,000 to 500,000 per week over the same period 
of time. This high volume did not necessarily represent or reflect a period of 
excessive unemployment. On the contrary during this period of high readjust- 
ment-allowance claims load, civilian employment was achieving record propor- 
tions. However, because of the highly accelerated activity for demobilization, 
which exceeded 1,200,000 for a number of months, the civilian economy could 
not absorb immediately such large numbers of individuals being dumped upon 
the labor market and as a result veterans for a short period of time were unable 
to obtain employment in skills suited to their aptitudes. In addition there were 
large numbers of veterans who had never worked at a job before and being 
exposed in a dynamic labor market was an entirely new experience for them. 
As a result, unemployment among veterans was rather high but not for extended 
periods of time. In 1946 the average number of weeks that a veteran would be 
paid readjustment allowances was about 11. As the program progressed and 
larger numbers were gradually absorbed by the civilian economy, the average 
number of weeks obviously increased and in 1947 it was about 17 

10. During this period from 1945 through 1946, attention was given to the 
penal provisions of the law both with respect to sections 1301 and 1300, which 
have to do with improper receiving of allowances or fraudulently receiving 
them. In addition. the appellate activity within the State agencies required 
appropriate hearin -s of cases in which veterans were disqualified for various 
reasons enumerated in the law. The appellate activity within the State agencies 
represented a very important as well as a sizable job. Veterans, pursnant to 
the law, were entitled to hearings before tribunals of the State agencies and 
they were also entitled to a hearing before the various readjustment allowance 
agents of the Veterans’ Administration, one of whom was located in each State 
agency If a veteran was dissatisfied with the decision of the readjustment 
nilowance agent, then he was entitled to a review by the Administrator in cen 
tral offce. Various issues were determined in these appeals ranging from 
suitability of work, leaving of a job without good cause, labor disputes and 
hearings under section 1300 of the law relative to accepting allowances when 
elicibility did not exist. 

11. Many precedent decisions were issned by the Veterans’ Administration 
some of which related to the efforts made by a veteran in obtaining employ- 
ment as well as issues involving various types of labor disputes in which large 
numbers of veterans were involved. For examnle, the General Motors laber 
dispute in 1946 affected approximately 50,000 veterans and the Ford labor dis- 
pute case in 1949 involved 30,000 or 40,000 veterans spread fairly evenly over the 
more populous States 

12. During the high claims load of the readjustment allowance program some 
uninformed individuals considered the payment of read'nustment allowances a 
mere hand-out and some vnfaverable oublicity re ited “urine that rerio’ of 
time. Few people understood the enormity of the task of absorbing a million 
veterans a month into the civilian economy. Memories were short with respect 
to a reverse situation when they were taking the veterans out of the civilian 
economy to serve in the armed services. During that period much disruption 
and much criticism occurred under very different circumstances. However. at 
no time during the mobilization period were 1,000,000 men called up in any one 
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month, because of the fact that it was contended then and contended now that 
the armed services could not absorb such numbers of individuals. A much more 
complicated situation exists when such numbers of men are dumped upon a 
civilian economy which was also geared to all-out war production and then sud- 
denly shifted into a civilian economy and a complete change-over from produc 
tion of armaament to the production of consumer goods. As a result of such a 
situation, difficulties in administration were to be expected. They were in 
evitable. There were many improper and erroneous payments of allowances 
made, and at one period an excessive number of fraudulent claims, because of the 
difficulty of properly policing the program during maximum activity. 

13. The policing of the self-employment provisions of the law was very diffi- 
cult and determinations extremely complicated because of the provisions within 
the law for determining when an individual was fully engaged in self-employ 
ment throughout the month. The self-employment provisions of the law, of 
course, departed completely from the principle of “unemployment insurance,” 
and introduced something entirely new in the general field of employment secu 
rity. This particular program, to some extent, permitted veterans to receive 
s from the “on-the-farm training program” under another 

f the program 


vel similar benefit 
itle of Public Law 346. This situation created much criticism « 
throughout the States and even by the agencies contracted to administer it 
State employment security agencies have had no administrative experience and 
are not properly set up to efficiently administer the self-employment provisions 
of title V of Public Law 346. Experience over the past 5 years has revealed that 
at least 90 percent of the individuals filing claims for self-employment were 
State employment security agencies, because of the 


engaged in farm activities 
very nature of the employment service functions, do not have local offices in rural 
farm areas and therefore to administer the self-employment provisions of the 
law required nterely periodic visits to the homes of individual farmers when any 
effort to audit such accounts was made by State agencies 

14. From the period commencing September 1944 through December 1950, the 
following tabulations are of interest: 
6, 517, O59 


Total number of claims 
So01, 10S, 475 


Total amount of self-employment payments 


Total number of exhaustions of allowances 346, 377 
Unemployment 

Total number of claims (initial and continued) 185, 221, 383 

Total number of exhaustions a 937, 482 


Total amount of payments -_ $3, 228, 821, 055 
Cumulative data both unemployment and self-errployment : 
Total number of separate payments of allowances 16S, 403, 72 
Total number of exhaustions under the law 1, 283, 909 
Total amount of payments $3, S20, 019, 530 


' 


In addition, with respect to the appellate activities of State agencies, there 
were about $25,417 cases disposed of by the referees of State agencies in which 








hearings were hel Appeals disposed of by readjustment allowance agents 
totaled 31,112. There were 6.337 appeals to the Administrator from the decisions 
of the readjustment allowance agents 

15. Based upon estimates of the Veterans’ Administration there are approxi 
mately 15,276,000 living World War II veterans In the readjustment allow 
ance program about 9,000,000 veterans have received one or more payments for 
allowances, or about 60 percent of the total number of veterans who had entitle- 
ment under the law. The over-all average of the number of weeks paid to each 
veteran was about 19. Most veterans under the law were entitled to a maximum 
of 52 weeks. These figures clearly reveal that the majority of veterans adjusted 
themselves rapidly into the civilian economy, since only 937,432 exhausted their 
entitlement for unemployment allowances to January 1, 1951. This figure neces 
sarily does not show the number exhausted under the self-employment provisions 
since those engaged in that program were not unemploved 

16. Because of various administrative problems there resulted some overpay 
ments of readjustment allowances. Some of these were the results of errors 
or misunderstandings on the part of veterans and local employment office per 
sonnel. Some were caused as a result of veterans receiving unemployment in- 
surance under State law concurrently with payments under the Federal law 
Some resulted from concurrent receipt of payments for both subsistence and 
readjustment allowance. Some resulted from improper or illegal receipt of al 
lowances by a small number of veterans and some were caused by erroneous in 
formation appearing on some discharge papers. : 
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17. The following brief tabulations show the total amount of overpayments 
established and the amount of recoveries to January 1, 1951: 


Overpayments established, cumulative through Dec. 31, 1950 $30, 571, 305. 26 
()verpayment recoveries by State agencies and 

readjustment allowance agents $14, 306, 964. 61 
Overpayment recoveries by VA RO’s 5, OSD, O87. 96 
Total recoveries through Dec. 31, 1950 1D, O86, 602. 57 
@utstanding balance at c. o. b. Dec. 31, 1950 8, 961, 042. 22 
(Portion of balance referred to VA RO’'s, $8,419.597.62.) 
Waivers 1, 623, 659. 77 

30,571, 305.26 30,571, 305. 26 


Portion collected via deduction from NSLI, $2, 513,086.30 

IS. With respect to the administrative costs of the program the following 
tabulation reveals the costs involving cooperating State agencies and other 
Veterans’ Administration personal services and travel costs. Also is included 
the cost of reimbursing the Post Office Department : 


Estimated cost of readjustment allowance program for the period from 
inception through Dec. 31, 1950 


1. Administrative cost 


(a) Cooperating agencies (including postage *) $106, 526, 102. O1 
(6) All other (VA personal services and travel) 7, 252, 657. 91 
Total 113, 778, 759. 92 
. . ® oer 
2. Readjustment allowances paid: 
(a) Unemployment 3, 228, 356, 965. 00 
(b) Self-employment 591, 166, S02. OO 
Total 3, 819, 5238, 767. 00 
3. Number of veterans who have participated in the program 0, 5S6, 4258 
(a) Average allowance cost per participating veteran S3V8. +e 
(6) Average administrative cost per participating vet 
eran S11. S87 
In other words, each participating veteran received 
on the average $398.43 in benefits and the administra 
tive cost in respect to this program averages $11.87 per 
participating veteran : —— —s 
ft. Applications filed 9. SSG. 428 
Initial unemployment claims filed 21, 032, 726 
Continued unemployment claims filed 164, 188, S57 
Claims filed for self-employment allowances 6, 517, 059 
otal 201, 325, O70 
» Administrative cost per application and claim filed SO. 5651 
6. Administrative cost per allowance dollar paid 0. 0298 
Che Post Office D partment is reimbursed quarterly in accordance with the following 
ormula 
Claims and benefit mail 
Number of applications, at $0.05 
Number of claims filed. at 80.020 
Miscellaneous mail: Number of workdays, at $22.03. 


1%. The above discussion has been prepared on the basis of regular renorts 
submitted to the Readjustment Allowance Service by the various employment 
security agencies and the readjustment allowance agents of the Veterans’ Ad- 
ministration located in the several States 

20. This commentary is not necessarily a statement of policy by the Veterans’ 
Administration. Rather it is intended as a report, including statistical data, 
based upon experience in administering the program over a period of several 
years 

~1. Comments of agents and State administrators are invited. 

Ray R. ApAms, 
Director, Readjustment Allowance Service. 
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Mr. WitniamMson. We agree with Mr. Goodwin it is not necessary to 
have a Federal official in the State agencies, and we do not think that 
we require that policing. 

Mr. Grancer. Would you give us the high lights of that letter that 
you have put into the record ¢ 

Mr. WituiamMson. The letter high lights collaboration. This is sort 
of a summary of the whole readjustment allowance program which 
the States did administer for the Veterans’ Administration. 

The Veterans’ Administration entered into a contract with each of 
the 51 jurisdictions, including Alaska, Hawaii, and the District of 
Columbia, and we paid out benefits to, roughly, a third of the dis 
charged Army forces. In Ceorgia we paid out 392,000,000 to approx 
Imately 174.000, Generally speaking, it worked out very well. 

We think the reason for that excellent operation was the collabora 
tion that the director of the service in the Veterans’ Administration 
h id \\ ith the States. 

The Veterans’ Administrators. General Bradley and General Gray, 
rvestions, and I do not think a single suggestion we 


received our sugeg 
: 
lishonored. I think that every suggestion we did make 


ever made 
was follows 

The act had a provision suggesting that he give full consideration 
to the States’ ideas. 

The person who administered that program had been a State admin- 
istrator, Mr. Ray Adams. Some of you may know him. He had been 
an oflicer of the Interstate Commerce Commission. 

We figured that if he got our advice and suggestions he would not 
vo off the de pe |. Sometimes when people are so faa away from the 


( 


al 
dl. 


problem involved they get their heads in the sky and sometimes do not 
get down to the a ual problems of human relations that we have down 
there whe we act lly come into contact with the people seeking 


benefits. Sometimes they get the idea of a more abundant life and 
forget that yol have to have an incentive to work in any unemploy ment 


compensation program that is going to be successful. 
That is the main point with respect to collaboration. Mr. Adams 
explicity sets fort! n the letter that he did have complete collabora- 


tion with the States, through the Interstate Conference Comunitees, 
and he lists some of the committees that he conterred with, in luding 
the Legislative Committee and others. He shows the value of that 
collaboration. Hy shows the number of claims that were filed bv the 
veterans and the number of continued claims. 1] am not sure whether 
he touches on the point that some would come in and stay while others 
would come in. It was not the same bunch drawing all the time, as so 
many people once thought. It also touches upon the administrative 
cost of each claim filed. 

As I indicated just a moment ago, it was a simple arrangement. It 
was the length of honorable service in the war that was counted. and 
you did not have to dig up wage credits and send out investigators and 
all that sort of thing. That will increase the cost of this bill, J think, 
but it will give you an idea of the cost of that program per claim and 
per continued claim. I think those are the high lights. 

Mr. Grancer. All in all, the relationship has been very good be 
tween the Federal agency and the States; is that right ¢ 


Mr. Winuiamson. Yes: excellent. 
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Mr. Grancer. I suppose that letter covers that relationship ¢ 

Mr. Wittramson. It does give the Veterans’ Administration’s view- 
point, and it corroborates ours, and that is the purpose of putting it 
into the record. 

Mr. Mason. I have no questions. I wish, though, to state to the 
committee that if I wish to summarize the testimony given by the 
witness, he says in substance that I approve entirely the principles of 
H. R. 3393, but I think there should be some specific language to bring 
about full cooperation between the administrators and the Adminis- 
trator. I think that is a summary of his testimony. , 

Mr. Harrison. Is that correct ? 

Mr. Wituiamson. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Grancer. What about the veterans now! Are you about 
through with the veterans’ unemployment compensation ¢ 

Mr. Witttamson. Last year throughout the Nation there were only 
about 250 new claims, and there were, I would say, 2,500 continued 
claims. 

Mr. Granoer. In the whole country ? 

Mr. Witiiamson. In the whole United States. I am pretty sure 
that is right. There are very few left. One thing that made that 
work so well was that the weekly benefit amount that the veterans got 
in my State was a little bit more than what they would get under 
State laws. That encouraged them to get GI benefits first. We 
changed our law to make it correspond to the $20 a week that the 
Veterans’ Administration provided for. We did not want to go and 
pay the civilian worker more than the veteran got, and when that bill 
came up before our legislature there was not a dissenting vote in 
either house. We sort of hesitated to pay the civilian worker more 
than the military veteran. 

Mr. Grancer. How much did the administrator of the veterans’ 
act Increase your adminisirative cost / 

Mr. Wiiiiamson. A very small amount. 

Mr. Grancer. Negligible? 

Mr. Winttramson. Yes. 

Mr. Granger. So far as the over-all operation of the program was 
concerned ¢ 

Mr. Winutamson. Yes. The letter will bear that out. I think that 
it was excellently operated. 

Mr. Grancer. From year to year you probably would not have as 
much unemployment uunder the provisions of this bill as you did 
under the veterans’ program ¢ 

Mr. Wititiamson. Not much more than they are having under the 
Veterans’ Administration program now because you do not have but 
2,200,000 Federal civilian workers, and most of the States have that 
many people and more in them, you see. 

Mr. Grancer. I think that you have made a fine statement. If I 
understand your testimony, you are not taking a position one way 
or the other as to whether or not there should be unemployment com- 
pensat ion for Federal employees. 

Mr. Winn1amson. We do not think it is within our province to take 
a position on that any more than we should come up here and say that 
you should raise their pay or extend their vacation, or shorten their 
vacation. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you very much for your contribution. 

The next witness is Mr. N. P. Alifas. 
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STATEMENT OF N. P. ALIFAS, PRESIDENT, DISTRICT NO. 44, INTER- 
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF MACHINISTS, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. Auiras. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my name 
is N. P. Alifas, I am president of District No. 44, International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists, which district comprises all members of the 
International Association of Machinists who are employed by the 
Federal Government. 

I am authorized to speak on this issue for the International Asso- 
ciation of Machinists which comprises over 600,000 members employed 
throughout private industry in the United States and by the Federal 
Government; and I take this opportunity of joming with my asso- 
‘iates in the labor movement who have appeared before your com- 
mittee heretofore. in endorsing the Forand bill, H. R. 3393. 

Our organization has consistently supported legislation on unem- 
ployment insurance or separation pay, as the case may be, for Federal 
employees who are separated from the Federal service in order that 
they may have some means of subsistence while they are looking for 
another job. We had hoped that the Congress would enact legisla- 
tion covering unemployment insurance for Federal employees on a 
uniform national basis which would be at least as liberal as the more 
liberal State laws which now provide unemployment insurance to 
cover employees of private industry. 

However, it appears that the most convenient and logical place to 
start, is to apply the same system of unemployment insurance for 
Federal employees as prevails for employees in private industry, 
instead of working out a new system especially applying to Federal 
employees. Hence, we support the bill before your committee, H. R. 
3393. 

At the present time, employees who are separated from the Federal 
service are limited in supporting themselves to (1) their unused 
accumulated leave, which cannot exceed 60 days; (2) use their savings, 
if any; and (3) borrow on their contributions to the retirement fund. 
The latter is especially risky because before they can avail themselves 
of retirement upon reaching the retirement-age, the money borrowed 
plus interest must be paid back. 

Furthermore in these days of the high cost of living many employees 
have very meager savings, if any. 

Among the factors which your committee would be justified in 
taking into consideration in recommending the enactment of H. R. 
3393, I desire to mention the following: 

1. At the present time about 50 percent of all civil-service employees 
are entitled to veterans’ preference for retention purposes; and there- 
fore the other 50 percent having no preference would be the first to 
be separated in case of reduction in force. 

In September of 1944 out of the 2,881,229 persons emploved by the 
Government within the continental limits of the United States. only 
14 percent were entitled to veterans’ preference, according to figures 
compiled by the United States Civil Service Commission. By March 
$1, 1951, the proportion of veterans among employees of the Federal 
Government had risen to 47 percent of the 2,196,316 employed within 
the continental limits of the United States. Among males. the pro- 
portion of veterans was 60 percent of all men employed. 
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This process of gradually eliminating nonveteran employees from 
the Federal civil service is the result of regulations largely based 
upon the Veterans Preference Act of May 1944. If, therefore, the 
Congress is willing that this process of eliminating nonveterans from 
the civil service should continue, both in appointments and retention, 
something should be done for those employees who are eliminated in 
the process, at least to the extent of giving them unemployment 
insurance while they are looking for another job. 

2. In accordance with a provision in a jast vear’s appropriation act, 
all appointments and promotions to the Federal service are on a 
temporary basis from September 1, 1950, for the duration of the 
emergency; and since veterans’ preference also applies to temporary 
appointments, the prospects are that a preponderant proportion of 
those appointed are veterans. While these appointments and promo- 
tions are temporary at present, many of these employees are likely 
to be granted permanent appointments in case the emergency should 
continue longer than at first anticipated. At least that was the ex- 
perience of the civil-service system following World War II, during 
which all emplovees entering the service on or after March 16, 1942; 
were employed on a temporary basis; but later on were covered into 
the civil service in large numbers. 

Hence, if these temporary emp loyees are covered into the civil 
service on a permanent basis, veterans’ preference for retention pur 
poses will again come pte into play in the forthcoming reduc 
tions in force. This will cause the elimnation of nonveteran Federal 
employees of long Hin who will be in peta! of Uneniplovintent 
insurance. While nonveteran employees in each category are always 
the first to be laid off, the veterans are also separated when drasti 
reductions in force take place, and will be in need of unemployment 
insurance. It must be remembered that the bill before your commit 
tee looks to the future when une mployment may be extensive. 

Under existing law, of course, those Feder: al emp lovees who enter 
now on a temporary basis, come under the unemployment-insurance 
provisions which we here seek to have extended to employ es who 
ac present enjoy a permanent status. 

5. Congress is, at present, giving serious consideration to reducing 
annual and sick leave for those employees who are entitled to 26 days’ 
ennual leave and 15 days’ sick leave. If that legislation is enacted, it 
wili add further to the disadvantages of working for the Federal 
Governinent. 

The International Association of Machinists, which I have the 
honor to represent, publishes a weekly newspaper which goes to over 
600,000 of our members emploved throughout the United States; 
and it is estimated is read by 2,000,000 people each week. For several 
months that publication has been running advertisements free of 
charge urging the membership to seek employment in our Govern 
ment defense plants. While the wage scale in these plants is less 
than can be secured in private industry, the Federal Glovernenent’ s 
liberal leave policy hea been a drawing card; and if that privilege 
now is made less liberal, it will have, in our opinion, a serious effect 
pon the recruitment program of the Department of Defense. This 
in turn will have an unfavorable effect upon the extent to which work 
will be performed in the Government's own plants, which, when the 
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emergency is over, will result in separations in large number, particu- 
larly among nonveterans, thus making unemployment insurance 
essential. 

4. For several decades there has been a tendency in private indus- 
try of refusing to employ persons who are 40 or 45 years of age or 
over. The statistical department of our association claims that this 
policy is still adhered to by many private employers notwithstanding 
the dearth of skilled mechanics. In case we have a period of unem- 
ployment in the years ahead, this policy of discriminating against 
older employees in private industry doubtless will be reestablished, 
in which event the older nonveteran civil-service employees who will 
be eliminated by the Government in the process of reductions in force, 
will have a hard time to secure jobs in private industry. This circum- 
stance also makes the enactment of H. R. 3393 urgent. 

In conclusion, may | express the hope that your subcommittee will 
soon report the bill, H. R. 3393, to the full committee with a strong 
recommendation that it be approved by the committee, and that it 
will pass Congress at an early date. 

I wish to express my appreciation for this opportunity of appearing 
before your committee to express what I believe to be the views of 
our association with regard to H. R. 3393. 

Now, I would like permission to incorporate in the record a com- 
pilation prepared by the Department of Labor on the amount of em- 
ployment compensation and the number of weeks it covers in all the 
States of the Union. 

Mr. Foranp. That will not be a duplication of some tables already 
submitted by the Department of Labor ¢ 

Mr. Auiras. I do not know whether it would be duplication or not. 

Mr. Foranp. If it is not duplication, without objection we will 
have it inserted, If it is duplhieation, the clerk will delete it. 

(The table referred to is as follows:) 
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TasL_e 5.—Paid civilian employment in the erecutive branch of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, by State, December 1950, and weekly benefit amount for totalb unem- 
ployment plus marimum potential benefits in a benefit year, for claimants 
with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, April 1951 

BASIC BENEFIT 


High-quarter wages of $650 | High-quarter wages of $850 








($50 x 13) and base-period ($65.40 x 13) and base- 
wages of $2,000 period wages of $3,000 
State — al em Percent Maximum poten- Maximum poten- 
ployment tial benefits tial benefits 
Weekly Weekly ae 
benefit benefit ; rs 
amount Dura- | amount Dura- 
Amount tion Amount tion 
(weeks (weeks) 
Total workers 2, 181, 217 
Outside United States 121, 811 
United States 2, 059, 406 | 100.0 | 
Washington, D. C 
metropolitan area *? 231, 147 | 11.2 | $20.00 $490.00 yt) $20. 00 $400 » 
California 211. 844 10.3} 25.00 650.00 mw 25.00 650 nH 
New York 171, 4457 8.3 | 27.00 702, 00 26 10. 00 780 Pai} 
Pennsylvania 123, 993 6.0 25.00 575. 00 ya 25.00 600 24 
lexas 17, 90 4a) 20. 00 400. 00 an 20.00 180 24 
Illinois 06, 608 | 4.7} 25.00 450. 00 % 25.00 650 Ba} 
Ohio 89, 742 | 4.4 27.00 702. 00 26 28. 00 ‘ 26 
Virginia 3 67,710 3.3 | 20. 00 320. 00 16 20. 00 16 
Washingtor 57.815 28 25.00 650.00 we 30.00 780 * 
Massachusett 55, 347 2.7 | 25. 00 575. 00 23 25.00 | R75 23 
Missouri MO), GOT 2 20.00 400. 00 ») 20.00 400 x) 
Georgia 48.032 23 2.00 400,00 ™) 2.00 4) m~ 
New Jersey 46, 966 2.3 22. 00 572. 00 Pan) 22 00 572 oH 
Marvland 41.979 20 25.00 500.00 2 25. 00 650 26 
Michigan 40, 440 2.0 24.00 489.00 » 24.00 RO on 
rennesses + O87 1.9 22.00 184.00 22 22.00 484 22 
Alabama 37, O34 1.8 20.00 400. 00 ») 00 400 » 
Oklahoma 7, 558 1.8 | 22.00 184.00 » 22 00 184 » 
Indiana 44. 18 A, 7. 00 500. 00 194 27.00 340 2” 
Florida 3. 312 1.6 20.00 320.00 16 2.00 320 16 
Kentucky 27, S54 1.4 20.00 440.00 22 20. 00 4) 22 
Colorado 25, 656 1.2 22. 75 455. pa 22. 75 455 2 
North Car na 24, SY 1.2 73.00 7”. 00 ” OO TRO ” 
Uta 24, 56 1.2 27.50 635. 00 23 7. 50 715 D2 
Minnesota 23, 44 1.1 22.00 462. 00 1 25. 00 62 25 
Lot " Zz. 259 1.1 5 OO 500. 00 yt) 5 OO sO) 20 
Hlaw 9 x 1.1 25.00 S00. 00 a 25 Oo wh 2 
W isc n 2. 338 1.0 2 ”) 62. Dt 26. OO 79. Nile 
Kansas 19, G&S 1.0 6. 00 20. 00 an 28. 00 5) a 
~ th Care 19. 808 1. 00 A000 18 2. 00 360 is 
Nebraska 8, 640 9 24.00 180. 00 ”) 24.00 iSO n»” 
Oregon 16, 317 ie! » 0.00 22+ 25. 00 650 Pail 
lowa l OS ~ 2. OO 20. OO yA) 26. 00 2 20 
Mi y 15, 234 7 OO 2. 00 16 1. OO 20 16 
Arkansa 15, 19. 7 22. 00 2. 00 16 » s52 16 
Alaska 13, 22 6 1. 00 750. 00 25 10. 00 7 25 
New Mevxic 13, 190 t 25. 00 600. 00 24 5 600 24 
Ar ma 12, 420 6 2). 00 240, 00 12 20. 00 240 12 
Rhode Island 11, 267 25. 00 546. 00 21+ 25. 00 650 4} 
Maine 11. 004 1 DD). 00 400. 00 w» 25. 00 500 2» 
West Virg , 10, 622 5 21.00 $83. 00 3 25. 00 575 vA} 
( necticut 10, 572 5 24.00 510. 00 4 24.00 624 yall 
South Dakota 8 4 22.00 440. 00 a 22. 00 440 yn) 
Montana 7 { a. OO 160. 00 18 %». 00 wo) 18 
North Dakota ; 25. 00 50. OO a“ 25.00 OO 20 
W vormin 6 7 27,00 OO. 00 m”) 25. 00 MM) mn” 
Idaho 5. 187 } 25.00 550. 00 22 25.00 650 a] 
N da 41 oO 2 25. 00 650. 00 2 25. 00 650 26 
New Hampshire , O- 1 26, 00 676. 00 vai) 28 00 728 % 
Ver t ol 1 25. 00 500. 00 » 25. 00 500 2 
Delaware 270m l 25. 00 500. 00 » 25.00 650 26 
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TABLE 5.—Paid civilian employment in the erecutive branch of the Federal Gov- 
ernment, by State, December 1950, and weekly benefit amount for total unem- 
ployment plus maxvimum potential benefits in a benefit year, for claimants 
with specified high-quarter and base-period wages, by State, April 1951—Con. 


BASIC BENEFIT PLUS MAXIMUM ALLOWANCE FOR DEPENDENTS 


High-quarter wages of $650 High-quarter wages of $850 


$50 x 13) and base-period ($65.40 x 13) and base- 
wages of $2,000 period wages of $3,000 
State Feder il em Percent Maximum poten- Maximum poten 
ployment tial benefits tial benefits 
Weekly Weekly 
benefit benefit 
mount Dura- mount Dura- 
Amount tion Amount tion 
(weeks weeks 
Washington, D. C., 
metropolitan area ? 231, 147 11.2 20. 00 400. 00 20 20. 00 400 20 
Ohio 89, 742 4.4 52. OO R32. 00 2t 33. 00 SSS 26 
Massachusetts 5 55, 347 2.7 1. 00 713. 00 2 1. 00 713 2 
Marvland 3 41.979 2.0 23. 00 500. 00 15+ 00 70 22+ 
Michigan 3 40, 440 2.0 32. OO 640. 00 20 > 00 640 20 
Alaska 13, 223 ‘ 40. 00 1, 000. 00 25 40. 00 1. 000 25 
Arizona 12,420 6 OO 312. 00 12 26, 00 12 12 
Connecticut 10, 572 5 36. 00 774. 00 21 6. 00 O36 26 
North Dakota 6, 817 ; 11.00 620, 00 a”) 1.00 620 20 
W yoming 5, 673 ; 31. 00 620. 00 20 31. 00 20 20 
Nevada 4, 900 2 37.00 062. 00 2% 37. 00 962 or 








Excludes Panama Canal Zone, which had 26.265 Federal employees 


? Metropolitan area ing s the District of Columbia, Alexandria City, Arlington County, and part of 
Fairfax County, Va., and parts of Montgomery County and Prince Georges County, Md 
} Excludes part in District of Columbia metropolitan area 


* Based on average wage i 49 
On the basis of 3 dependents only; could be higher with more dependents 


Source: Civil Service Commission and State Unemployment Insurance Laws. 


Mr. Mason. The thing before the committee is how are we going 
to arrive at the proper way of carrying this out. 

Mr. Auiras. I have no comment to make on the machinery for put- 
ting it into effect. There are other people who have made a specialty 
of that. They would be much more capable of advising you as to how 
it should be carried out. 

I wish to thank the committee for the opportunity of presenting this 
Statement. 

Mr. Foranp. We want to thank you for the information that you 
have given the committee. 


The next witness is Mr. E. C. Hallbeck. 


STATEMENT OF E. C. HALLBECK, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE 
OF NATIONAL FEDERATION OF POST OFFICE CLERKS 


Mr. Hauieeck. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, for 
the purposes of the record my name is E. C. Hallbeck, and I am the 
elected legislative representative of the National Federation of Post 
Office Clerks, with offices at 711 Fourteenth Street NW., this city. 

At the outset I want to endorse the bill H. R. 3393, by Congressman 
Forand. We believe that the enactment of such legislation is of vital 
importance to all Federal employees. I think I should tell you that 
the people I represent have by far the lowest separation rate per 100 
employees of any Federal department or agency. That is due largely 
to the fact that the postal] service is a service that grows with the 








52 UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


needs of the population generally and is not ordinarily susceptible to 
the fluctuations which result from the rapid expansion or contrac- 
tion found in other agencies. Despite the low separation rate, how- 
ever, those of our people who are affected by reductions in force, and 
so forth, feel the pains of unemployment just as keenly as do the 


employees of private industry. Because of the fact that their most 


recent training and experience is usually not comparable to anything 
they might be called upon to use in private employment, periods of 
unemployment are often longer. 

It is our feeling that the empleyees of the Federal Government 
should be treated in the same fashion as employees of private industry, 
at least insofar as unemployment insurance is concerned. A Federal 

r postal employee out of a job is certainly no better off than an 
employee of a private concern. He has just about the same responsi- 
bilities and about the same personal resources. The Congress has 
recognized, and rightly so, that it is to the advantage of society as a 
whole to guard against unemployment and to meet the needs of human 
beings when unemployment does take place and family income is 
interrupted because of lack of work opportunities. Certainly the rea- 
sons for extending such legislation to cover the employees of the Fed- 
eral Government are just as valid as the reasons for granting such 
benefits to the employees of private industry. Contrary to some pop- 
ular belief, there is no lifetime tenure in Federal employment. Fed- 
eral and postal employment has its peaks and valleys exactly like the 
peaks and valleys of private employment, and under normal cirenm- 
stances may be expected to occur at about the same time and with the 
same degree of severity. That being true, we feel it is only simple 
justice that the Congress enact legislation designed to give Federal 
employees the same protec tion as that given toe mployees of private 
industry. 

Largely as a result of executive orders, upward of 50,000 tempo- 
rary postal employees are now on the rolls with little or no possibility 
that they will ever be granted permanent classified appointments. 
Sooner or later they are going to be separated from the postal service 
and when that time comes they are going to be at a great economic 
disadvantage when compared to people in private employment under 
the same circumstances. Until recently, such temporary people made 
contributions to the civil service retirement fund and when their 
services were terminated they were able to withdraw such contribu- 
tions, thus providing themselves with something in the nature of a 
cushion to soften the jolt of being out of work. Now, however, these 
employees are covered neither by retirement nor social security and at 
their present wages certainly w il] not be able to save anything for the 
inevitable rainy day. In the postal service such employees do not 
earn annual leave and will not even have the benefit of any accumula- 
tion of such leave to fall back on when the necessity arises. 

While we could very readily suggest amendments which would 
improve the bill, we are pri actical people and recognize the fact that 
this is no time to quibble about details. The pressing need is the ex- 
tension of coverage to the employees of the Federal Government. 
For that reason, we hope that this subcommittee will take appropriate 
action designed to lead to a favorable report by the Committee on 
Ways and Means of the House of Representatives on H. R. 3393 at the 
earliest possible date. 
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On behalf of the members of the National Federation of Post Office 
Clerks, I want to thank the chairman and the members of this sub- 
committee for the opportunity of expressing our views on this subject 
and for their always helpful cooperation on matters affecting the wel- 
fare of postal and Federal employees. 

Mr. Foranp. The next witness is Mr. Daniel W. Tracy. 


STATEMENT OF D. W. TRACY, INTERNATIONAL PRESIDENT, 
INTERNATIONAL BROTHERHOOD OF ELECTRICAL WORKERS, 
AFL 


Mr. Burrows. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee: By 
way of introduction, I am Orrin A. Burrows, legislative representa- 
tive of the International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers and wish 
to make the following statement in behalf of D. W. Tracy, inter- 
national president of the same organization, which is affiliated with 
the American Federation of Labor, with headquarters located at 1200 
Fifteenth Street NW., Washington 5, D.C. 

The organization which I represent is international in scope with 
over one-half million members in 48 States, Alaska, Hawaii, Panama 
Canal Zone, and the Dominion of Canada. These members are em- 
ployed in the building and construction trades, various other indus- 
tries, and by the various agencies of the United States Government. 
Our members, who are employed by the agencies of the United States 
Government, are vitally concerned in the matter of unemployment in- 
surance coverage. 

The International Brotherhood of Electrical Workers has for the 
past several years been quite concerned with the Federal Government 
providing some sort of protection for its employees upon their being 
separated from employment during reductions in force, such as hap- 
pened following World War II, at which time so maiy were dumped 
on the labor market with no cushion to tide them over a period until 
they were able to get other employment. Employees in private indus- 
try who lost their jobs following World War II had such a cushion 
to tide them over this period. This cushion was in the form of un- 
employment insurance administered by the various States under an 
arrangement with the Federal Government. 

At that time we interested ourselves in bills providing for separa- 
tion pay for Federal employees, and in the last Congress we supported 
H. R. 8059 and S. 3427, providing for unemployment insurance for 
Federal employees. From time to time since then we have conferred 
with officials representing the Federal Government on the merits and 
demerits of this sort of legislation. 

It is our opinion that unemployment insurance is one of the main 
defenses against the effects of economic maladjustment which creates 
unemployment and reduces consumer income. Unemployment insur- 
ance 1s more than a fiscal device to maintain the living standards of 
our economy. The purpose of unemployment insurance is to meet the 
needs of human beings when income is interrupted because of lack of 
work. We strongly urge your committee to recommend to the full 
committee that Federal employees be placed under such coverage, as 
we feel it is a step in the right direction of providing the proper sort 
of protection against unemployment. The report of the Advisory 
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Council on Social Security to the Senate Committee on Finance, sub- 
mitted on December 31, 1948, strongly recommended unemployment 
insurance protection for employees of the Federal Government. The 
action of the Eighty-first Congress in providing coverage under old- 
age and survivor's insurance for Feder: | employees not covered by any 
retirement system logically suggests action to provide coverage under 
unemployment insurance for Federal civilian employees. 

Newly hired employees in the Federal service are now being given 
nonstatus emergency indefinite appointments and it is no longer possi- 
ble for such employees to withdraw retirement funds as they é- not 
contribute to the civil service retirement fund. When they leave the 
service they are required to rely upon their savings—if any—and such 
small amount of annual leave as they might have at that time. The 
amount of accrued annual leave has been shar ply curtailed by the legal 
requirement that such annual leave must be used during the year in 
which it is earned. The need therefore becomes quite apparent that 
unemployment insurance for Federal workers is quite necessary. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, we strongly urge you 
to favorably report to the full committee on H. R. 3393 and we feel the 
Congress will support such a position and will act to provide Federal 
employees with unemployment insurance coverage as soon as possible. 

I appreciate the opportunity of appearing before this committee 
and expressing the views of the International Brotherhood of Elec- 
trical Workers for its thousands of members in the Federal service, 
and I thank you sincerely. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you very much for the information you 
have given the committee. 

The next witness is Mr. Stanley W. Oliver. 


STATEMENT OF STANLEY W. OLIVER, PRESIDENT, INTERNATIONAL . 
FEDERATION OF TECHNICAL ENGINEERS AND ARCHITECTS 


Mr. Oxtver. Mr, Chairman and members of the subcommittee: My 
name is Stanley W. Oliver. Iam president of the American Federa- 
tion of Technical Engineers, affiliated with the American Federation 
of Labor. Headquarters of the organization is located at 900 F 
Street NW., Washington 4, D. C, 

The organization which I represent includes among iis membership 
technical engineers, architects, draftsmen and allied technical per- 
sonnel, About 20 percent of the membership is employed in the 
Federal service. 

The largest employer of engineering and technical personne! in 
the United States is the Federal Government and within the Federal 
service the greatest number of technical people work in the defense 
agencies. At the present time the defense agencies are experiencing 
a very critical shortage of technical manpower. They are unable to 
recruit and retain qualified personnel. 

For some years our organization has been interested in obtaining 
the protection of unemployment insurance for our members in the 
Federal service, such as is enjoyed by our other members employed 
in private industry. We feel that unemployment insurance has come 
to be a very important adjunct to the fringe benefits which attract and 
retain qualified personnel. 
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Some years ago Federal employment was very attractive to many 
people in that in some categories the salaries were at least on a par 
with salaries in private employment and sometimes even higher. 
Vacation periods generally were longer, sick leave had not become 
popular in private employment, and the Federal service offered : 
more liberal retirement plan than generally was to be found e aan 
This attraction to Federal service no longer is evident. Most of the 
fringe benefits which the Federal service now offers are available also 
in private employment to a greater or lesser degree. In addition to 
that, salaries are markedly “higher in private ‘employment—in the 
neighborhood of 30 percent or more. It is very important to the 
employees, as well as to the employer—in this case the Federal Gov- 
ernment—to be in a position to offer as a minimum the same benefits 
which obtain in private industry. 

Following cessation of hostilities at the close of World War II, may 
employees were separated from the Federal service when the Govern- 
ment’s many activities were reduced. Comparable employees in pri- 
vate industry who lost their jobs following the war had a cushion 
of unemployment compensation to tide them over until they obtained 
other employment. Federal employees had no such cushion and many 
of them were hard pressed financially during their periods of readjust- 
ment. Many of our members were among those so affected. 

During the last Congress our organization interested itself in and 
supported, through the American Federation of Labor and the Gov- 
ernment Employees Council, AFL, H. R. 8059 and S. 3427, providing 
for unemploylment insurance for Federal employees. From time to 
time since then we have met with various officials representing the 
Federal Government to discuss details of this type of legislation. 

It is our sincere belief that the provisions of H. R. 3393 now before 
this subcommittee represent a very necessary first step in providing 
basic coverage of unemployment compensation for Federal employees, 
and we strongly urge that the subcommittee favorably report this bill. 
We are also interested in seeing other improvements in the over-all 
subject of unemployment insurance. Legislation providing such addi- 
tional improvements no doubt will require a great amount of study by 
the subcommittee and by the Congress. We do not believe that action 
on this bill, H. R. 3393, should be delayed pending a more comprehen- 
sive reconsideration of the over-all program. 

I wish to thank the subcommittee on behalf of the organization 
which I represent for having been given an opportunity to present our 
views. 

Now, the only comments that I would like to make in addition to my 
prepared statement are that in connection with my work as president 
of the organization I represent, and as a member of two manpower 
committees interested in the shortage of technical personne! in the 
country-——one committee is advisory to Dr. Graham, the Defense Man- 
power Administration, and the other is the Committee on Specialized 
Personnel of the National Production Authority—we are told by 
people in Government who are working with the defense program that 
the No. 1 manpower bottleneck today is in the technical field. The 
largest employer of these people is the Federal Government, and they 
are just not able to recruit and retain them. 
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We know from our experience that one of the reasons which is hold- 
ing up the recruitment and the retcntion of qualified people is the lack 
of unemployment compensation. We have been interested in this 
problem for several years, either from the standpoint of separation 
pay at one point or another, or unemployment compensation ; there- 
fore, on behalf of our organization we wholeheartedly endorse the bill. 

We are interested in other improvements in unemployment com- 
pensation, but we first of all would just like to see equal treatment, the 

same sort of treatment that other people in private industry receive. 

We thank you very much. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you, and your statement will be made a part 
of the record. 

The next witness is Mr. Thomas Walters. 


STATEMENT OF THOMAS WALTERS, OPERATIONS DIRECTOR, 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES’ COUNCIL, AFL 


Mr. Wavrers. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, by way 
of introduction, I am Thomas G. Walters, operations director of the 
Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of La- 
bor. Our offices are located at 900 F Street NW.. in the Washington 
Loan & Trust Building. Telephones Executive 2820 and 2821. 

The council is made up of 24 member unions, all affiliated with the 
American Federation of Labor, with a membership, in whole or in 
part, of Federal and postal employees. We have in the council more 
than 500,000 members, all of whom are Federal and postal employees. 

For several years the council, through the proper committees, has 
made a study of dismissal, severance, and unemployment insurance 
pay for Federal and postal employees, and during the Eightieth and 
Fighty-first Congresses the council caused to have introduced several 
bills that, if enacted into law, would have granted Federal and posta 
employees, who could qualify, severance pay based upon the years of 
service, With maximum and minimum limitations. 

Prior to the introduction of H. R. 3393 officials representing the 
Government Employees’ Council conferred many times with officials 
representing the Federal Government and Members of Congress, and 
since the introduction of these bills we have from time to time con- 
ferred with officials in the Labor Department and Members of Con- 
gress on the merits and demerits of this legislation. 

The Government Employees’ Council of the American Federation of 
Labor has instructed me, as operations director and spokesman ~; the 
council, to appear before this committee and endorse H. R. 339: 

It is our opinion that unemployment insurance is one of the main n de- 
fenses against the effects of economic maladjustment which creates un- 
employment and reduces consumer income. Unemployment insurance 
is more than a fiscal device to maintain the living standards of our 
economy. The purpose of unemployment insurance is to meet the needs 
of human beings when income is interrupted because of lack of work. 

Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, the Senate Post Office 
and Civil Service Committee on July 12 issued report No. 546 on the 

Senate bill S. 832, which had for its purpose readjusting on a gradu- 
ated scale, annual and sick leave for all Federal and postal employees. 
In this report the committee made mention of the need for Federal 
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employees being covered by unemployment insurance on page 2 of 
report No, 546, paragraph 4 (a): 

4. (a) Cover Federal employees with unemployment insurance, both as a mat 
ter of equity and to replace the practice of building up large accumulations of 
annual leave as insurance against unemployment. 

With your permission, Mr. Chairman, I would like to file for the 
committee's information a copy of the report No. 546. 

We of the Government Employees’ Council feel very keenly the need 
of unemployment insurance, and from reading the report prepared by 
the Senate committee, No. 546, which strongly indicates that the full 
membership of the Senate is most anxious to give early consideration 
to this type of legislation. On the floor of the Senate on July 17 when 
the Senate was considering S. 832 several Senators mentioned the fact 
that Federal and postal e mployees were not covered by unemployment 
insurance and likewise stated that in their opinion these employees of 
the Federal Government should have the protection of unemployment 
insurance. Many other reasons could be advanced for Federal and 
postal employees being covered by unemployment insurance and many 
of these subjects have been fully explained to the committee and others 
will be explained by officials representing their respective international 
unions and suffice it to say, Mr. Chairman, that we endorse in princi- 
ple all of the reasons offered to this committee that Federal and postal 
employees should be covered by unemployment insurance and we of the 
GEC-AFL st rongly urge _ subcommittee to favorably report to the 
full committee on H. R. 3393 and we assure you, Mr. Chairman and 
members of your committee, that we will actively support this type of 
legislation in the House and Senate. 

We appreciate these hearings being scheduled and the opportunity 
to appear before you and endorse H. R. 339 

I would like to make one or two brief comments on the bill. 

Of course, the Government Employees’ Council, which is made up 
of 24 national and international unions whose membership in whole 
or in part are Federal employees, are very much concerned over the 
possible unemployment that could take place as it affects the peopie 
who work for the Federal Government. Therefore, we are extremely 
thankful and anxious to see H. R. 3393 enacted into law. We would 
like for the committee to consider, however, amending this bill to take 
care of the people in the District of Columbia who are in all other 
aspects, so to speak, Federal employees. It is our unofficial opinion 
that perhaps the language of 3393 would not cover employees in the 
District of Columbia. We would like for the committee to look into 
that, if it would, and to be sure that the employees in the Canal Zone 
and other Territorial possessions of the United States would likewise 
be covered. 

Mr. Foranp. I am sure that the committee will give consideration 
to that. 

Mr. Wavrers. With that brief explanation, we want the record 
to show that otherwise we wholeheartedly endorse the bill now before 
you. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you. 

I understand that Mr. Keating is now in the room. 
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STATEMENT OF JEROME J. KEATING, SECRETARY, NATIONAL 
ASSOCIATION OF LETTER CARRIERS 


Mr. Keatinc. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee. My 
name is Jerome J. Keating. I am secretary of the National Associa- 
tion of Letter Carriers, an organization representing 103,000 letter car- 
riers—city, village, and rural. 

The postal employees and Federal employees are sorely in need of 
unemployment compensation. With the Federal employment figures 
at well in excess of 2 million, and with the rapid turn-over and shifting 
of personnel that are constantly going on in the Federal Government, 
an of unemployment insurance creates a very grave problem. Cer- 
tainly no program of protection to the unemployed worker can be 
classified as entirely successful if large numbers of the adult employed 
population are totally without coverage. 

I want to congratulate Congressman Forand on introducing H. R. 
3393. We feel that it is filling a very grave need, and we urge the 
committee to give favorable consideration to this bill. 

We appreciate very much having the opportunity to appear before 
you in behalf of this legislation. 

Mr. Foranp. We are very happy to have had you before the com- 
mittee and appreciate the information that you have given the com- 
mittee. 

Our next witness is Col. Charles I. Stengle. 


STATEMENT OF COL. CHARLES I. STENGLE, AMERICAN FEDERA- 
TION OF GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEES, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Colonel Stencie. We favor wholeheartedly this bill. We congrat- 
ulate the committee on the unanimity of spirit that has been exhibited 
here. Weare hopeful that we will have a report within a few days 
and that that report will be favorable. 

I ask unanimous consent to revise and extend my remarks in the 
record. 

Mr. Foranp. Without objection, it is so ordered. We thank you 
very much. 

The committee, having gone through the calendar for the day, will 
stand adjourned until 10 o'clock tomorrow morning. 

(Whereupon the committee adjourned, to meet again on Friday, 
July 20, 1951, at 10 a. m.) 
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UNEMPLOYMENT COMPENSATION FOR FEDERAL 
CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


FRIDAY, JULY 20, 1951 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
SUBCOMMITTEE OF THE COMMITTEE ON WAYS AND MEANS, 
Washington, D. C. 

The subcommittee met at 10 a. m., Hon. Aime J. Forand (chair- 
man) presiding. 

Mr. Foranp. The first witness on the calendar this morning is Mr. 
Richard Shoemaker. 

Will you identify yourself for the benefit of the record ? 


STATEMENT OF RICHARD E. SHOEMAKER, LEGISLATIVE REPRE- 
SENTATIVE, GOVERNMENT AND CIVIC EMPLOYEES ORGANIZ- 
ING COMMITTEE, CIO 


Mr. SHormaker. I am Richard E. Shoemaker, legislative repre- 
sentative for the Government and Civic Employees Organizing Com- 
mittee, CLO. 

In order to save time, Mr. Chairman, I thought perhaps we could 
consolidate our testimony by having Mrs. Katherine I°/lickson present 
her statement. Our position is essentially the same. 

Following your suggestion, I will file my statement for the record 
and just confine myself to a few remarks to indicate our position 
generally on this legislation. 

The position of the Government and Civic Employees Organizing 
Committee, CIO, 1 think follows in general the position of the na- 
tional body, CIO, and I believe this committee is fairly well aware 
of our position; that is, that we should have a national system of 
unemployment compensation for all workers. However, the bill be- 
fore this committee is one dealing with Federal employees, and we 
feel quite strongly that since the Government is an employer and will, 
in fact, be paying the cost of this bill, we should have a system with 
uniform standards and that essentially the State unemployment com- 
pensation regional staff should act as agents for the Federal system 
of unemployment compensation. 

I want to point out in the case of three Federal employees who 
might all reside in the District of Columbia, one of whom might work 
in Suitland, Md., for the Bureau of the Census, another in the Pen- 
tagon in Virginia, and the other one in the District of Columbia, that 
for the employee who might happen to be employed in Maryland the 
benefits would total something over $800; the benefits for the em- 
ployee working in Virginia would be somewhat over $300; and for 
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the employee in the District of Columbia, around $400, although the 
three employees might all reside in the District, since the law would 
provide benefits based on the last position held in the Federal Govern- 


ment. 
With that brief statement of our position, I think that is sufficient. 
(The following was submitted for the record by Mr. Shoemaker :) 


STATEMENT BY RICHARD SHOEMAKER, LEGISLATIVE REPRESENTATIVE, GOVERN MENT 
AND Civic EMPLOYEES ORGANIZING COMMITTEE, CLO, WASHINGTON, LD. C. 


I am Richard E. Shoemaker, legislative representative for the Government 
and Civic Employees Organizing Committee, CIO. Our union represents ap- 
proximately 50,000 employees. First of all, I want to express my appreciation 
and the appreciation of the members whom I represent for the opportunity the 
committee has given us to present our views in regard to H. R. 3393. 

The position of the national CLO and of the GCEOC-CI1O in regard to unem- 
ployment compensation is that we should have a national system of unemploy- 
ment insurance. The position of our organization and of the national ClO was 
expressed in the last CIO convention, held in November in Chicago. I will 
quote pertinent paragraphs of this resolution which is the position of the national 
CIO and of its affiliate, the GCEOC-CIO. 

We urge immediate return to a Federal system of administration of the public 
employment offices and of unemployment insurance so that adequate provision 
may be for efficient placement of workers and adequate benefits may be secured 
for persons rendered unemployed as a result of the mobilization effort. A 
national system of unemployment insurance, like national laws on social in 
surance, will eliminate the confusion and inadequate of State laws, which impede 
the movement of workers from State to State as required in this national emer- 
gency. 

If congressional support for such a national system cannot now be obtained 
for all workers, we favor as an immediate interim step, in spite of its limitations, 
u Federal bill to provide adequate Federal standards on unemployment insur- 
ance, to extend coverage, to make reinsurance grants available to States with 
high costs, to end experience rating, and to provide national benefits for service- 
men and Federal employees. 

As stated, we prefer a national system of unemployment insurance. We cer- 
tainly favor this as Federal employees are concerned. As the Federal Govern 
ment pays unifovm rates in its classified and postal services, and as the Federal 
Government is meeting the cost of unemployment compensation for its employees, 
it seems somewhat inconsistent for the States to impose their widely varying 
standards upon the Federal Government's own employees. 

However, we realize that it is at this time impacticable to set up separate 
field offices to administer an entirely separate Federal svstem. For this reason, 
as an interim step, we favor coverage under the existing State system for Federal 
workers. However, as the Federal Government is going to pay the bill, we can- 
not see why uniform provisions cannot be instituted for the Federal Government's 
own employees. 

We are faced with a serious sitvation in Federal employment. The action of 
this body itself in cutting the civilian budget will result in many lay-offs. After 
the war is over thousands upon thousands of Federal employees will be reduced 
in force. With the cut in the annual leave of Federal workers now before Con- 
gress we can anticipate that these laid-off employees will have no resources with 
which to cope with unemployment. Annual leave has in the past, as this com- 
mittee well knows, been accumulated by Federal workers as a kind of severance 
pay or unemployment compensation. Reduction in leave and, in fact, restrictions 
on the accumulation of leave, will mean Federal workers will have no protection 
whatsoever without unemployment compensation. 

I want to take time out for a moment to destroy the myth that Federal 
employees have security in their jobs. As a matter of fact, the study conducted 
by the United States Department of Labor, Bureau of Employment Security, in 
May 1950, Extension of Coverage Under State Unemployment Insurance Laws, 
Part 2—Employees of the Federal Government, showed that turn-over in Gov- 
ernment was roughly comparable to that in private industry. In the Joint 
Report of the Bureau of the Budget and the Civil Service Commission to the 
Senate Post Office and Civil Service Committee on Annual Leave, it was shown 
that only 167,000 employees of the Federal Government had over 15 years of 
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service. The so-called career employee numbers about 1 in every 15. Federal 
employment is made up of a vast number of employees who transfer in and out 
of Federal service, either voluntarily or involuntarily. This fact was also 
admitted before a Senate committee by Civil Service Commissioner Perkins, who 
testified that the Civil Service Commission expected turn-over rates in Federal 
employment to reach 36 percent this fiscal year. 

The same facts may be drawn from the statistics on refund applications from 
the civil-service retirement system. As this committee knows, the employee 
contributions to the retirement fund are returnable to the employee. Those with 
short terms of service usually prefer to withdraw their money. Those who have 
had long periods of service, of course, prefer to take their retirement. Applica 
tions for refunds from the civil-service retirement fund, therefore, give a very 
good indication of the problem of turn-over in Federal employment. From 1950 
through 1950 there have been 4,970,710 applications for refunds from the civil- 
service retirement system. This is well over double present Federal employment. 

In many cases Federal employees undoubtedly had no choice. They had to 
sacrifice future security because of an immediate need—the need for cash to 
tide them over a period of unemployment. Unemployment compensation for 
Federal workers is one of the most glaring needs today, and we strongly recom- 
mend that the Federal Government at least provide minimum benefits and an 
appeals system for its own employees. GCEOC-CIO, therefore, urges enactment 
of H. R. 3393, but suggests the following amendments to improve the bill: 

(1) Benefits should be 60. percent of wages for a person with no dependents, 
up to a maximum of $36 per week; 70 percent up to a maximum of $42 per week 
for persons with one dependent; 75 percent up to a maximum of $45 per week 
with two dependents, and SO percent up to a maximum of $48 per week for a 
person with three or more dependents. Benefits should be payable up to 30 or 
more weeks. 

(2) The Federal Government should also, we believe, have uniform provisions 
regarding disqualification, waiting periods, suitable work, and .so forth. 

(3) There should be a provision for an appeals body in order to enforce such 


provisions. 


STATEMENT OF MRS. KATHERINE POLLAK ELLICKSON, ASSOCIATE 
DIRECTOR OF RESEARCH, CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZA- 
TIONS 


Mr. Foranp. W211] you please identify yourself for the record ? 

Mrs. Evuickson. My name is Mrs. Katherine Ellickson; I am asso- 
ciate director of research of the Congress of Industrial Organizations 
and am appearing here on behalf of the CIO. 

We strongly urge that in acting upon the issue of unemployment 
insurance for 2 aecar eriployees your committee recommend a system 
that is truly adequate and that will provide protection for Federal 
employees in all parts of the country. 

I have a statement here I would like to file. 

Orally, I might say we do not believe that the Forand bill, H. 
3393, provides adequate protection for Federal employees. We under 
stand the considerations that have led people to believe that in the 
present situation that, maybe, is the best that can be obtained, but we 
think it is going to result in confusion and inequity and will, in fact, 
deprive many Federal employees of protection. It will also have other 
effects which we think can be avoided. 

We support as an imme «liate ste pa Federal system of benefits for 
Federal employees, Federal provisions as to benefit amounts, duration, 
disqualification provisions, and a Federal provision for an appeals 
body which will assure that all plea tomar get the rights to which they 
are entitled. 








62 UNEMPLOYMENT ‘COMPENSATION FOR CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Foranp. Do I understand by that statement you have in mind 
a separate and dis‘inct set-up from the unemployment insurance sys- 
tem now in effect ¢ 

Mrs. Ex.ickxson. It would not be separate in a sense; it could be 
administered through the State agencies, as the Servicemen’s Read- 
justment Act was admiristered. That, of course, did provide uniform 
benefits and duration fer all workers regardless of residence and did 
have a Federal appeals body, but it was administered through the 
State agencies. ‘The system we contemplate would not be separate in 
the sense that the railroad unemployment insurance system is separate, 
in that we believe the wage credits of workers from Federal employ- 
ment should be pooled with those from private employment—not only 
private employment in one State, as would be true under H. R. 3393, 
but private employment no matter in what State. 

One of the inequities we feel would result under this bill would be 
that under the State laws, if a worker who lives in the District loses 
his Government jeh at the beginning of the year and wants to pile up 
credits in private employment, if he works partly in Maryland and 
partly in Virginia for a while, as many people do, then the Virginia 
and Maryland earnings would not be pooled to give the full protection 
to which he should be entitled. 

Another angle that concerns us is the fact that in many States there 
ure very restrictive disqualification provisions. These were referred 
to by President. Truman in his message of April 6 last year, when he 
recommended that Federal employees be covered under a system of 
Federal standards. Now, the implication of his message was that 
the system should be so designed that the Federal Government would 
provide certain uniform minimums of protection both as to benefits, 
duration, and also as to disqualification, and President Truman 
pointe «dl out in his message the need for something better than what was 
in the existing State laws. He said, for example: 

In 1949, weekly benefits averaged only about $20—not enough to preserve a 
minimum standard of living. Nearly 2 million workers used up their benefits 
entirely, showing that benefits were not available for a long enough period. 

He also said something about the need for Federal standards with 
regard to disqualifying workers, which has become even more true 
since his message was written. He said: 

During the last few years, some States have considerably enlarged the number 
of reasons for disqualifying workers who seek unemployment benefits and in- 
creased the severity of penalties for disqualification. These excessive disquali- 
fications have operated to prevent persons who are genuinely out of work through 
no fuult of their own from receiving benefits. These oversevere disqualification 
provisions, which penalize the innocent along with the guilty, should be 
corrected, 

Now, it seems to us it is odd for Congress simply to say, “Well, we 
will let whatever the States have enacted or whatever they may enact 
decide what unemployment-insurance benefits Federal employees 
shall receive.” We do not know of any other term of employment 
for Federal employees which is decided by the States through their 
own laws, and we feel that unemployment insurance is a term of 
employment, because it is so closely a part of wages and employment 
conditions. And the fact that Congress is now cutting down the 
amount of leave granted Federal employees makes it all the more 
important that Congress complement that with an adequate system 
of unemployment insurance. 
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We are also concerned by the fact that what Congress enacts now 
for Federal employees can ‘be very much diminished ‘by action of the 
State legislatures in the next year or two. And we know from sad 
experience this year that there is a very determined drive in the States 
to cut down the amount of protection afforded by unemployment in- 
surance and, ironically, that drive is spearheaded by technicians of 
the Standard Oil Co. and the General Motors Corp., which are great 
advocates of letting the States decide the unemployment-insuranc e 
terms for workers in those States yet oppose having the Federal Gov- 
ernment decide its own terms of protection for its employees. Yet, 
these corporations do not operate separately in each State; these are 
Nation-wide corporations with billions of dollars of assets—greater 
than those of many States. They go into the State legislatures, and 
in State after State the same pamphlets, the same proposals, the same 
arguments appear and are used in an effort to cut down the degree 
of unemployment-insurance protection that is provided. We feel 
this situation is a very serious one. 

We are having great difficulty in the State legislatures. The United 
States Conference of Mayors has a publication that calls attention 
to the underrepresentation of urban areas in the State legislatures. 
This is a publication of the United States Conference of Mayors called 
Government of the People, by the People, for the People, with a great 
big question mark on the cover. As this publication points out, 59 
percent of the people of this country elect only 25 percent of the 
State legislators: In California, for example, the city of Los Angeles, 
with a large percent of the population, has one representative in the 
State Senate. 

Mr. Mason. Mr. Chairman, it seems to me the lady is departing 
from the question before us when she discusses the representation 
in the State legislatures as between the cities of the State and the 
country districts of the State. That is something we cannot do any- 
thing about, and we want to confine our thoughts to this particular 
bill and the ramifications of it. 

Mr. Foranp. Please confine your remarks to the bill. 

Mrs. Exzicxson. The objective I had in mind was to indicate that 
it is up to the Congress, in our opinion, to make the decision as to 
unemployment benefits that its employees should receive, even if they 
happen to be living in a State where, in fact, it is extremely difficult 
for the workers, because of underrepresentation in the State legis- 
lature, to get the kind of law that does give ample protection. 

We feel that ample protection will help the United States Gov- 
ernment in this emerge + Vv in recruiting an adequate supply of re- 
sponsible workers. 1 believe this point has already been developed 
before your committee; so I will not dwell upon it. However, I 
would like to point out how inadequate some benefits are that now 
exist. 

As has been stated, in Virginia the maximum benefit anybody can 
receive in a week is $20. Now, $20 a week may sound like enough if 
you own your own home and have large savings. Twenty dollars a 
week is the maXimum in quite a few jurisdictions; including the 
District of Columbia. But when you stop to analyze how far $20 a 
week will go in supporting a family, you come face to face with the 
problems that confront our people. Rents are not low in the District 
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of Columbia or in Virginia in the area close to Washington. A 
man with a family of three has to pay a considerable sum for rent. 
The United States Department of Labor priced a minimum budget for 
city workers in October 1950 in Washington, D. C. The average cost 
of rent, heat, and utilities for Washington, D. C., families of four on 
this minimum standard was in October 1950 $972 a year. This equals 
over S80 a month or about $20 a week. A family cannot either stop 
paying rent or move to a cheaper dwelling when the husband loses 
his job, and what ts the family to do under those circumstances ¢ 

The same study priced food in October 1949 in 10 cities. For a 
family of four the minimum standard cost was between $1,100 and 
$1,200 a year or over $100 a month at present food prices. Cut that 
$100 in half on the theory that unemployed workers should econo- 
mize, and you still have $50 a month or $12 a week just for food for a 
subminimum food budget. But you still have $50 a month left, and 
$50 a month means less than 50 cents a day per person for food. 
That is not going to buy very much milk or hamburger for the kids. 

Now, you have $12 a week for food and you have rent which, ac- 
cording to this budget, might well be $20 a week. Or say they get by 
with $15 a week or $12 a week for rent. You still have at the very 
minimum there a substandard for food. Just assuming you have un- 
usually lucky circumstances for rent, you have $12 a week for food and 
$12 a week for rent. That is $24 a week. But the most anybody can 
get, no matter what his salary was, under those laws is $20 a week. 
And there are still doetor bills, and the kids will still outgrow their 
shoes and wear out their jeans, and there is still carfare to get around. 
This $20 just is not adequate, and if Congress passes this bill, H. R. 
3393, it will not, in fact, be giving the Federal employees the kind of 
protection to which they are entitled, the kind of protection it is fair 
to give them if you ask them to leave their home communities and 
come to work in Washington—employment that is sure to be ended 
when the defense emergency lets down and large numbers will be 
laid off. 

Under these State laws, also, you have provisions such as that the 
unemployed worker must be actively seeking work. This is a pro- 
vision that is becoming increasingly popular in some States, because 
it is being advocated by some of the major corporations to which I 
referred. I believe it is not in effect in Virginia, but it is in Maryland. 

Under that provision a worker must not only register at the em- 
ployment office, but the worker must go around looking for a job in 
private employment, and he must certify that he has, in fact, during 
the week applied—lI think this is true in Maryland—to three different 
employers for jobs. We contend it is not appropriate under present 
conditions to expect a Federal employee who is laid off, who has ap- 
plied at the public employment office, to go around and have to look 
for private employment beyond what he can be offered by the public 
employ ment service. The public employment service is supposed to be 
the center for jobs. The Civil Service Commission has an arrange- 
ment with the public employment office for clearing Government. jobs. 
The United States Employment Service is making every effort now 
to prevent a lot of shopping around for jobs. It is not in accord with 
the defense effort to have a lot of unorganized, decentralized, hap- 
hazard looking around for jobs; yet under this bill that is what would 


occur. 
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We urge, therefore, that your committee, in deciding on the bill to 
recommend, should take upon itself the same obligation toward Fed- 
eral employees as you have in regard to the wages of Federal em- 
ployees—at least those in the classified service—that you should do 
no less than you have done for railroad workers of this country, for 
whom you have provided the same kind of benefits no matter where 
they happen to be employed, and you should provide adequate pro- 
tection for all workers regardless of where they happen to live, re- 
gardless of whether they move around at the direction of their agencies 
or in response to appeals to help the defense effort. We therefore hope 
you can pass something better than H. R. 3593—a national system 
which will give adequate protection. 

Mr. Foranp. Are there any questions ¢ 

Mr. Mason. The witness evidently does not consider some facts 
that bear upon this problem—one, that 35 of the States at the height 
of the employment program withdrew last year more than was paid 
into the fund. The State of Virginia, which she says has as low as 
820 a week for unemployment compensation, paid into the fund 
$8,625,000 and drew out $14,650,000 last year, and there was a deficit 
there. 

Now, then, if we should force the States to up their unemployment 
compensation, that automatically would force the States to up the 
payments in the way of taxes for this purpose, and I do not know 
whether we can do that or not. 

The second thing is, while this is to be a Federal unemployment 
insurance program of benefits for Federal employees, the Federal 
Government, which itself is running in the red and is expecting to 
tax-spend billions of dollars more, if it should up the unemploy- 
ment compensation of Federal employees above what the States pay, 
would be in trouble again. 

Those are some of the things we have to consider in this matter 
and not the cost of living in the large cities where three-quarters, at 
east, of those workers do not live. 


Mr. M \SON, Yes, indeed. 

Mrs. ELnickson. In regard to the effect on the finances of the State 
of Virgina, the proposal we are making would not affect the taxes of 
the State of Virginia. 

Mr. Mason. Oh, ves, it would, because if we paid Federal employees 
living in the State of Virginia more compensation than the average 
compensation provided there, we would have, shall we say, jealousy 
and bickering and a lot of other things, and that would force some 
kind of a compromise as between the two standards. So it does affect 
the States themselves whenever we pay unemployment compensa- 
tion to Federal workers who work in those States alongside of the 
State workers. 

Mr. Ex.ackson. The long-run effect might be to help workers in 
Virginia to vet better benefits. That certainly is true. However. as 
in the case of many other issues, the CIO believes that you have to 
weigh the cost of a program as against the benefits to be derived, 
and in the case of unemployment insurance all the money that is 
paid out in unemployment insurance benefits not only helps the work- 
ers who receive it, not only means their children grow up to be better 
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citizens, but it also immediately flows out to the landlords, to the 
storekeepers, to the farmers who can therefore sell more goods to 
those families. ‘There is no program which so obviously has more 
immediately benefits for the entire community, and we believe the 
taxes that are collected from the employers and which then are used 
for this purpose are, in effect, used for a very good purpose. Of 
course, the taxes that are collected are payroll taxes, and we feel it 
fair if the big companies, such as General Motors or a big rayon cor- 
poration or a northern-owned textile mill that has a plant in Virgi- 
nia—we think it is only fair that the northern owners or the banker 
owners of those big corporations that have the benefit of the skills 
of the people of Virginia should pay as one of their costs the amount 
necessary to maintain those workers if the textile mills shut down, or 
if General Motors shifts its operations to another plant. And we be- 
lieve, in the same way, the Federal Government and the people of 
this Nation should bear the cost for their employees when they ask 
the people to sacrifice to come to Washington or to go down to Texas 
or wherever they may ask them to go to help in the emergency. Those 
people should not be left stranded and penniless when they are laid 
off and should be given what, in effect, is a very minimum benefit. 

Mr. Mason. I shall not continue the argument any further, Mr. 
Chairman. ‘The cost of this has to come from industry, and that means 
higher prices, and that means inflation and a lot of other things, 
This money paid out for this unemployment insurance does not come 
out of the air; it comes out of production; it is added to the cost of 
production. 

That ts all. 

Mr. Foranp. If there are no further questions, we thank you very 
much, 

The next witness is Mr. John Edelman. 

Have vou a statement to make, Mr. Edelman / 

Mr. Everman. No. Mrs. Ellickson made the statement for the 
CLO. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you. 

(The statement submitted for the record by Mrs. Ellickson is as 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF UNEMPLOYMENT INSURANCE FoR Feperat CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
PRESENTED ON BEHALF OF THE CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGANIZATIONS BY 
KATHERINE POLLAK ELLICKSON, ASSOCIATE DirrRecror oF RESEARCH 


The CIO strongly urges your committee to recommend to Congress a truly 
adequate system of unemployment insurance for Federal civilian employees. 
These people are performing essential functions for the Government and thus for 
the entire Nation. If they are laid off and cannot find jobs, they should receive 
weekly payments as a matter of right in accordance with the basic principles 
of unemployment insurance. This form of protection has become completely 
accepted for private employment. It should not be denied longer to public 
servants, 

Two elements in the present situation increase the urgency of action. One 
is the desperate need of defense agencies for qualified workers. The other is 
the pending severe curtailment of annual leave which in the past has maintained 
many Federal employees during the difficult months following termination of 
employment. Responsible men and women will be available in greater numbers 
if they are assured that they will not be suddenly left stranded when inevitable 
cut-backs occur. 

We doubt responsible groups will oppose some form of unemployment insur- 

nee for Federal workers. The amount of protection to be provided is therefore 
the basic question confronting your committee and Congress. We hope you will 
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recognize what we consider your full obligation and that you will establish a 
uniform system for Federal employees everywhere with adequate benefit 
amounts, sufficient duration, and reasonable provisions on qualifying earnings, 
disqualifications, and other phases. 

The Forand bill, H. R. 3393, would cover Federal employees under whatever 
terms the State employment security laws provide. The diversity of these laws 
is great and bewildering. The various interpretations of the State courts have 
increased the intricacy of the maze of provisions. Federal employees would get 
some good out of coverage under the State laws, but not nearly enough, Many 
would be barred from adequate benefits; many would be lost in the maze. We 
urge your committee to recommend, not the Forand bill but something worthy 
of the United States Government—a system of real protection regardless of the 
happenstance of place of work assignment. 

Congress has already instituted uniform national unemployment benefits for 
railroad workers, regardless of their place of employment or State of residence. 
There is no precedent, so far as we know, for letting conditions which are an 
integra! part of Federal jobs be determined by State laws. 

The CIO union of Federal workers, namely, the Government and Civic Em- 
ployees’ Organizing Committee, is presenting its own testimony on the level of 
benefits and amount of duration which the union believes should be granted at 
this time. The CIO supports the same terms. They include benefits ranging 
from 60 percent of earnings for a single worker up to 80 percent for a person with 
three dependents, with maximum ranging up to $36 and $48 a week, respectively. 
Duration should be for 30 weeks or more. These terms are not excessive, in 

iew of current living costs. The amounts would be no more than sufficient to 
meet undeferrable costs, such as rent, food, transportation, clothing, utilities, and 
medical care. This is a minimum requirement for maintaining efficiency, health, 
ind morale 

As CIO representatives stated on December 20 before a similar subcommittee 
of the House Ways and Means Committee, the C1O favors a national system of 
unemployment insurance with such benetits covering workers in all types of 


employinent We should pre fer to have your committee re¢ mimend the estab- 
ishment of such a system, covering Federal employees within it Anything less 
will have nany inefficiencies and discriminations which we believe unfair te 
\mericans and inconsistent with sound national policy. We respectfully call to 
your attention the testimony presented in December 

rhe spe ! I benefits for Federal employees, which we support as an 
ninediate alternati would be an adaptation of what was apparently con 
templated by President Truman in his message to Congress on April 6, 1950 
Cha nessace urged numerous points in addition to coverage of Federal em 
ployees, among them Federal standards for State laws to provide more adequate 
benefits for workers in private employment. We gather your committee is not 
prepared to recommend a Federal standards bill at this time. We hope you will 
iccept the obligation indicated by President Truman to provide minimum uniform 
benefits for all Federal employees 


These would not be standards, but actual benefit terms under which payments 
would be made from Federal funds to former Government employees, regardless 
of the State in which they happen to have been employed or to be residing. As 
under all systems of unemployment insurance, the size of the benefits would be 
related to past earnings, but would be uniform for all persons in similar circum 
stances throughout the Nation. If wages are unfortunately lower in one State, 
benefits would likewise be lower until earnings increase, 

No change would be necessary in the State laws, and nothing would be im- 
posed on the States. The Federal Government would utilize the State employ 
ment security agencies—if they were willing—to administer the Federal benefits 
Presumably the agencies would be willing since funds would be provided out ot 
the United States Treasury—as they are for the administration of benefits in 
private employment 

We understand that there is fear in some quarters that workers in private 
employment would resent the payment of more adequate benefits to Federal 
employees, Workers already resent the poor provisions of many State laws 
But this does not mean that they object to other types of workers getting more 
They would welcome the pattern for improvement. Perhaps this is just what 
opponents of adequate benefits fear 

It seems worth while to recall some of the statements made by President Tru 
man about the wide diversity in the State laws which led to his recommenda 
tions Although the States have made slight changes in their provisions since 
that time, the genera! picture still holds true 
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“In 1949,” President Truman stated, “weekly benefits averaged only about $20 
not enough to preserve a minimum standard of living. Nearly 2,000,000 workers 
used up their benefits entirely—showing that benefits were not available for a 
long enough period.” To remedy this situation, President Truman recommended 
as a minimum standard, “benefits for 26 weeks ranging up to $30 a week for 
single persons, with additional benefits for dependents.” In a more detailed 
explanation later in his statement, the President indicated that “the proportion 
of previous earnings replaced would vary with the number of dependents, up to 
a maximum of 70 percent of wages, or $42, whichever is lower, for an individual! 
with three or more dependents.” As he added, “these standards are not high. 
If they had been in effect the national average weekly benefits in 1949 would have 
been just over $24.” 

The President also tellingly indicated the need for Federal standards in regard 
to disqualifying workers. As he stated, “during the last few years some States 
have considerably enlarged the number of reasons for disqualifying workers 
who seek unemployment benefits and have increased the severity of penalties 
for disqualification. These excessive disqualifications have operated to prevent 
persons who are genuinely out of work through no fault of their own from receiy 
ing benefits. These oversevere disqualification provisions, which penalize the 
innocent along with the guilty, should be corrected.” 

Since that statement was written the situation in regard to disqualifications 
has grown worse. Backward steps in the field of experience rating have given 
employers renewed incentive to fight benefit applications by former workers. In 
every State legislature in session this year efforts were made to weaken existing 
laws, with too much success 

Ironically, this Nation-wide attack was spearheaded by technicians of General 
Motors and the Standard Oil Co., great advocates of independent State-by-State 
unemployment insurance These billion-dollar corpora 


nection in the field of 
States, are all too snecessful 


tions, with resources greater than those of many 
in selling their ideas in some State legislatures. Their efforts are facilitated 
by the undemocratic system still in force in too many States of under-representing 
As the United States Conference of Mayors points out, “50 


industrial areas 
the State legisla- 


percent of the people of this country elect only 25 percent of 
tors!” Unless Congress establishes a uniform system for Federal 
their protection during periods of unemployment will depend upon the relative 
suecess of these huge corporations in holding down that protection in the various 


emplovees, 


States 

Illustrations will indicate the tremendous inequity that would result 

The maximum weekly benefit which an unemployed Federal worker might 
receive under the State laws, as amended in 1951, would range from $20 to $30 
(plus dependents’ allowances in 10 States) and the maximum number of weeks 
for which he could draw benefits from 12 to 26 weeks. Maximum potential bene 
fits in a benefit year might range anywhere from $240 to S780; in States pro- 
viding dependents’ allowances, they would range from $312 to $1,200. For ex 
ample, a Federal worker, steadily employed throughout the base period at S60 
a week, could draw under the Virginia law $20 a week for 16 weeks, or in the 
District of Columbia $20 for 20 weeks In Rhode Island, he could draw $25 for 
“; weeks, and in Illinois $27 for 26 weeks In Michigan, he would get S27 a week 
if he has no dependent children (or as much as $35 if he has four or more de 
pendent children) for 20 weeks 

Not only are there tremendous variations in the level of benefits, but in many 
States levels are too low Thousands of Federal employes live or work in 
Virginia. The maximum benefit there is $20 a week for 16 weeks or a total of 
$320 in any one year. Suppose a man bas a wife and two children. How far 
will 820 a week go in meeting costs? How much will be needed for rent alone? 
$10? More likely the sum would be $15 or even the full 820. The United States 
Department of Labor priced a minimum budget for city workers in October 1950 
for Washington, D. C. families of 


The average cost of rent, heat, and utilities 
This equals over 


four on this minimum standard was, at that time, $972 a year 
SSO a month, or about $20 a week and a family cannot either stop paying rent 
or move to a cheaper dwelling when the husband loses his job. The same study 
priced food in October 1949 in 10 cities. For a family of four, the minimum 
ost between $1,100 and $1,200 a year or over a $100 a month at present 


standard « 
Cut it in half on the theory that unemployed workers should econo- 


food prices 
mize, and you still have $50 a month or $12 a week just for food. That means 
less than 50 cents a day per person, which is certainly economical. But then 
you have only $8 left out of $20 for rent, clothing, transportation, medical care, 


snd other necessities 


wot 
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Great differences in treatment result from the disqualifying provisions in 
State laws, and these would have undesirable effects from the point of view of 
the Federal Government. The period of disqualification varies from State to 
State An individual who leaves a job without good cause in one State may 
be disqualified for 4 weeks after the week in which the disqualifying act o¢ 
curred; another who leaves under exactly the same circumstances in another 
State will be disqualified for the duration of his unemployment or may never 
be permitted to draw benefits on the basis of wages earned prior to the dis 
qualifving act For a limited period after a worker leaves a job under dis 
qualifying circumstances his unemployment can reasonably be assumed to be 
due to such leaving, and disqualification is proper. If he continues to be un 


employed after the expiration of such period, his continued unemployment is 


due to the failure to secure a suitable job and he should no longer be disqualified 

Moreover, an indiy ial who leaves the Federal Government to accept a better 
iob ana thes oses th bette job because of lac k of \ ork, should not be ak nied 
benefits on the basis of his Wages earned with the Federal Government Yet, 
} er Sta vs h require that the leaving be for good cause “attributable 


to the employer” such a result would occur. Under laws of this type, a Federal 


worker who leaves ob to move to another city or State in order that a member 
of the immediate family may receive medical care or because her husband who 
ilso wo! f he Federal Government is been transferre by tl Federal 
CoV rriiiie Wotld ‘ cle nied bene its Drere Ist t} t uvine Snot attri utable to 
his emp el (ame tion of Waze credits and denia enefits in su situa 
tions has no soci: stification and may only serve to transfer the worker to 
pu ern 

\ further provis many State laws that ould cause particular problems 

he case Federal workers is that claimants for benefits are re 1 to 

miuke an independe seurch for work in addition to registering for work with an 
fice of t! ted States Employment Service. Such a requirement is part 

happropria te the case of laid-off Federal w ers are elmpting 

secure other EB employment Through the Employme Se e, at 

vements le with the Civil Service Cor ss ‘ rel h 
which be ‘ enings are channeled It is part ! i ro ite f 

bed ‘ ( t to channel any group of works ts he Employ 

e1 Sel f ring a period when suc offices wil me increasing im 

nee . the placement of workers i obs sen ‘ he 

Und ¥ rovisions, many Federal employees would find that 
the ere left ed after all, that benefits were denied tl Phe Feder 
Governmel ve held out apparent promise of insurance t fa 

\ ild | nee ad ut bv ww r provisions within a particu St ‘ 

I “ ‘ I sta rovisions and i ‘ ( s ike 
es ‘ ec peals chine existed 
for vi t Ss Ctl n’s he iustihent \et eve 4 
si ( ix es I al nister ti benefits hi duals ¢ gT Ds SI ild ha 

it | il board to sure ha he inten f rr 
~ t ( s ed by unf! endl) 0 isZ ed offi i 
Ae ; 

I ! ‘ of Federal ¢ ilo Ss, uniform national provisions 
V provic re certain protection than would otherwise | ivailal 
o the ‘ vy just what protection Congress had given the no 

ter hi . ( iy might move at the dire on of their ageney and 

help e defense effort No additional barriers to their mobility would be 
eated 

\s in the ! ‘ nings in private employment would be combined with 
rede! earnings for the purposes of determining jobless benefits \ definite 
mprove nt ou e the combinatior f earnings in mrivate employment in 

i State which a worker is employed Th would he of mportance especially 
n areas snel is etropolitan Washington or New York where a man may 
even mat iin the same residence but work now in one State, nov hn anorner, 
About one-tenth « private workers do have employment in more than 1 
State in the cour of a year and, under 51 separate systems of unemployment 
nsurance, many of them are denied jobless benefits as a result of their mobility. 


Mr. Foranp. The next witness is Dr. William Zucker. 
Will you identify yourself for the benefit of the record ? 
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STATEMENT OF DR. M. WILLIAM ZUCKER, MANAGER, SOCIAL SE- 
CURITY DEPARTMENT, COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION 
OF NEW YORK 


Dr. Zucker. My name is M. W. Zucker; I am manager of the 
social security department of the Commerce and Industry Associa- 
tion of New York. Our organization represents a cross section of 
business of New York City, and we are here to talk on H. R. 3393. 

I would like to present a copy of my statement for the record, if I 
may, and just comment briefly on that. 

Mr. Foranp. That will be perfectly agreeable. 

Dr. Zucker. The statement points out that the organization does 
not appear here either in support of or in opposition to this measure. 
We are, however, concerned with some features of the bill which we 
feel should be examined very carefully. We feel, for example, that 
the Federal Government, if this bill is to be enacted, should be treated 
as an employer under the State laws and the Federal employees should 
be treated as covered employees under the State laws, just as every 
other employee is. We do not believe Federal employees should be 
set up as a class apart from other employees. 

Mr. Mason. May I interrupt there to ask you if this bill does not 
provide just exactly that ? 

Dr. Zucker. It does, sir, and we support that proposal. However, 
to go into some of the other details for which we have some concern, 
for example, if Federal employees were to be set up as a class apart, 
there is no reason why employees in the textile industry or the garment 
trade or the leather trades should not be set up separately. We 
would then have a hodge-podge system of unemployment compensa- 
tion based, should I say, on pressure and influence rather than on 
equity and fairness to all of the covered employees. 

One of the most important parts of this bill that we do support is 
that it sets up the Federal Government as an employer under the 
State laws. We are, however, concerned with a number of individual 
points. 

This bill, for example, gives coverage to Federal employees who are 
emploved outside the continental limits of the United States, and we 
would like to point out that under the State laws employees in private 
industry who are employed outside the continental limits of the United 
States are not covered for unemployment-insurance purposes. No 
taxes are collected on their wages, and no benefits can be paid to 
them, and we feel this sets up a different category, again, which 
departs from the intent of the law whereby the Federal Government 
should be an employer as all others are under the unemployment 
insurance laws of the States. 

There is another item which the bill provides in which I am inter 
ested, and that is the information which is required of Federal depart 
ments. The bill states that as tothose agencies which enter into agree- 
ments with the Secretary of Labor for payment of those benefits the 
Secretary of Labor will determine what information is necessary or 
desirable, and we feel where those States have entered into an agree- 
ment with the Secretary of Labor the State requirement for informa- 
tion on wage data and employment data should be binding on the 
various Departments and only where the State agencies do not enter 


————E 
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into any agreement with the Secretary of Labor should the Secretar) 
of Labor be put in a position of determining what information and 
what wage data and employment data should be required of the Fed- 
eral departments. We feel where such agency does enter into such 
agreement there is no question that such agency wishes to cooperate ; 
therefore, its rules and regulations should be upheld for information. 

As has already been pointed out, we are concerned with this attempt 
by some Feder: il agencies or re presentatives of Federal agencies and 
also representatives of employees to set up a system of uniform bene- 
fits for Federal employees. We are very much concerned that what is 
liable to occur is that this bill may be an entering wedge into the 
operation of State programs which have operated very well and very 
successfully in the past. 

I should like to point out that in our own State of New York our 
benefits, the statement of the previous speaker notwithstanding, have 
gone up to $30 a week or will go up to $30 a week for benefits which 
are filed for on and after December 31 of this vear. Previously the 
amount was $26. I believe, also, in many States there has been a 
trend toward increasing benefits where the State agencies or where the 
State legislatures have found that the cost of living and economic sit- 
uation demand that the benefits be increased. But the point we are 
making is that this is a State determination and not a Federal deter- 
mination; that it should be left to the States to determine what in 
their area is the proper amount of benefits to be paid and what are the 
proper eligibility requirements which must be met for the payment of 
unemployment insurance benefits. 

Then a point in the bill about which we have some apprehension is 
that where an employee works for several States the bill provides 
there should be an allocation of wages to the various States. We 
believe such a procedure is unnecessarily complex and cu mbersome : 
it is not needed; that all that need be required is that the wages earned 
by the employee in the last States where he worked should be the 
controlling factor; and furthermore that the State requirements of the 
State in which the employee last worked should be the requirements 
for eligibility for benefits. 

Coming back to the power of the Secretary of Labor, section 1403 
provides that if the State agencies do not enter into any agreement, 
compensation then would be payable in the amount and subject to 
substantially the same conditions as though such an agreement had 
been entered into and the agency had made such payments. That is 
on page 4, lines 17 to 20, of the bill. We feel that the word “sub- 
stantially” should be omitted from the bill; that it is not necessary 
for the Secretary to determine what in his mind should be substan- 
tia lly the same conditions, because once an administrative officer is 
permitted to determine what he believes are subtsantially the same 
conditions, then he can circumvent and put aside the operation of the 
State program completely. 

Sections 1404 and 1405 prevent the simultaneous payment of unem- 
ployment benefits while an individual is receiving a serviceman’s re- 
adjustment allowance or accrued annual leave. This may at first 
blush seem a laudable provision, but frankly we are in opposition to it. 
We are opposed to it for the reason that it is setting up Federal stand- 
ards which should not circumvent standards set up by State legis- 
latures. 
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Dr. Zucker. Page 5 of the bill, sections 1404 and 1405. 

There are some States, for example, which permit payment of bene- 
fits while an employee is getting vacation pay or separation pay or 
a pension, and in those States there should be no discrimination be- 
tween employees in private industry who are getting these benetits 
as against Federal employees who may get similar benefits. That 1s 
merely to point out that we are opposed to a provision for Federal 
standards circumventing State standards or setting aside State stand- 
ards which are in effect. 

Mr. Mason. You suggest that sections 1404 and 1405 of the bill 
written be stricken out entirely ¢ 

Dr. Zucker. Yes, si 

Mr. Harrison. Is that set out in your statement / 

Dr. ZI CKER, Yes. 

Mr. Mason. That is be ause in some States they are permitted to 
draw unemployment compensation in addition to some other benefits 
they may be drawing, and this would forbid that for Federal em- 
plovees in those particular States ¢ 

Dr. ZUCKER. That 1s right. 

Mir. Mason. And woul cl | lace Federa ! employees in those particular 
States on a different basis ion the other employees in those States / 

Dr. Zucker. That is right—and would also set up Federal stand- 
ards, which we feel should not be done. 

Mr. Harrison. Where is that in your statement ¢ 

Dr. ZucKER. On page , 


Snunilarly, on the subject of Feder: ey mH we believe the pen- 
alty provisions which are provided for in this bill, again, should be 
stricken from the bill. That is seahted in my statement on page 5. 
We believe it should provide that penalties which are found in the 
state laws Siie uld apply. We would like to potnt out that although 


this penalty provisior sa eood one mn the sense that it provides for 
tiff penalty for misdemeanors and fraud in connection with the 


ollectio ot unemployment imsurance, it Is setting up a Federal 
standard which can circumvent State laws. And I would like to 
point out that this penalty is far more stringent than any penalty in 
a State law. In fact, if a State were to provide i penalty like this, 


undoubtedly the Federal agency would declare the State law out of 


balances 

Mr. Mason. Just on the point that the penalty provided in this bill 
s more rigid, more strict, than the penalty in practically all of the 
States, if this were applied to a Federal employee, say, in Illinois 
ind it is twice as severe as the penalty in the Illinois compensation 
law, then it would make the Federal employee bear a much heavier 
pen ilty than our own statutes, and you \ would like to have the same 
standards in each State that apply to State employees now apply to 
Federal emplovees living in the State and working in the State? 


t 


rv. ZUCKER. That is right. And if it is a misdemeanor or a felony, 
it should be prosecuted by the State agency. As set up here, it would 
be prosecuted by the Federal agency, SO that you would have a spht 
in iriscliet Ion, And w ho is going to prosecute the Federal employee : 
Is It going to be the Federal Attorney General or the State prosecuting 
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attorney, and are they going to start a jurisdictional fight as to whether 
it should be in the Federal courts or the State courts 4 We feel when 
an employee elects benefits he should be treated as an employee under 
the State law and should be treated under the State standards. 

Mr. Mason. Then would you suggest the penalty provision in the 
bill simply be stricken so that the penalty provisions of the various 
States would be operative ¢ 

Dr. Zucker. That is right—and that the prosecution be by the State 
agency , Ves, SIT. 

Mr. Martin. Would that provision create any conflict between 
State administrative agencies and the Federal Government. because a 
Federal Government employee is involved in such an administration ? 

Dr. Zur KER, Not if it is considered that the Federal Government 
is merely an émployer under the State law. 

Mr. Marrin, I have not given thought to that point; I just raised 
the question. 

Dr. Zucker. The final point we would like to make is on the pay 
ments to States. The bill is somewhat ambiguous with regard to the 
determination of the amounts which are payable to the States or 
where benefits are paid, We believe it should be on a dollar-for-dollar 
basis; that where the State expends a certain amount of money it 
should he reimbursed for the benefits expended. The bill seems to 
set up a statistical sampling based on experience after the fact or 
perhaps even before the fact, and we do not believe any State agency 
should take a loss or that some agencies should be allowed to make a 
profit on this proposition. We think it should be on a strict merit 
rating basis, in other words, and if agency A has a certain number of 
employees for which benefits have been paid from the State of Iowa, 
lowa should be reimbursed exactly the amount of money which has 
heen paid out for such employee : that it should not be reimbursed on 
the basis of i sampling W hich may or may not reach the amount W hich 
the State has pa d out. 

Furthermore, We helieve these amounts should he charged directly 
to the departme! ts involved and should be a budget item so that the 
Congress al d the administrators could know exactly how much is 
being charged to their own budgets for unemployment compensatior 
pavinents, 

Mr. Mason. Your suggestion in that matter would be a clarification 
of the language of this bill to take away all ambiguity there might be 
in th benefit pay ments business 7 

Dr. Zucker. That is right. 

Mr. Foranp. Have you concluded your statement ¢ 

Dr. Zucker. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Foranp. Are there any further questions ? 

Mr. Mason. I want to Say this witness has been very, vers helpful 
in some of the technical problems in providing us with facts we need 
in trying to draft a decent bill, and I want to congratulate him. 

Dr. Zucker. Thank you, Mr. Mason. 

Mr. Martin. I want to say I think some of the points you have 
raised are far reaching and fundamental, and I am elad to have this 
information for consideration. 

Mr. Foranp. We thank you very much. You have made a good 
presentation. 

Dr. Zucker. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 
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(The statement submitted for the record by Dr. Zucker is as 
follows :) 


STATEMENT OF COMMERCE AND INDUSTRY ASSOCIATION OF NEW YORK, INC., 
PRESENTED BY Dr. M. W. Zucker, MANAGER, SocraL Securrry DEPARTMENT 


The Commerce and Industry Association of New York, Inec., which, through 
its membership, represents a cross section of business in the New York metro- 
politan area, appears before this subcommittee without necessarily taking a posi- 
tion either in support of er in opposiiton to Mr. Forand’s bill, H. R. 3398, which 
proposes extension of the unemployment insurance benefits to Federal employees. 

If this subcommittee and the Congress deem it desirable to enact such a meas- 
ure we strongly recommend, however, that it be amended in a number of respects 
to remove the possibility of Federal encroachment on the State-administered 
unemployment compensation programs, and to establish the extension on a 
basis of equity with benefits received by persons in private industry. 


UNIFORM ANNUAL LEAVE POLICY 


For one thing, we believe that the Congress should review the annual and 
sick leave policies now in vogue, as well as the expenditures for all types of 
employee welfare programs, so as to place them in line with the programs in 
private industry. After such review, it may well be found that the cost of 
unemployment insurance to Federal employees can be met through resultant 
savings from more rational annual and sick leave and other welfare programs. 


COVERAGE OF SERVICES PERFORMED OUTSIDE THE UNTITED STATES 


Wages of employees in private industry stationed outside the continental limits 
of the United States are not included for unemployment insurance tax purposes 
nor are such individuals entitled to receive benefits. There is no reason why, at 
this time, a special category should be made of Federal employees who are sta- 
tioned abroad. It must be borne in mind that, generally speaking, these indi- 
viduals receive special pay differentials reflecting their peculiar situations; pre- 
sumably such differentials are granted in part at least because of employment 
uncertainties after completion of a Federal mission. 


INFORMATION REQUIRED OF FEDERAL AGENCIES 


The bill specifies that Federal agencies are directed to make available to State 
agencies “which have entered into agreements * * * = such information with 
respect to Federal service and Federal wages of any individual as the Secretary 
of Labor my find practicable and necessary for determination of the Federal 
employee's entitlement to compensation * * *.” It should be recalled that 
the bill specifies a procedure whereby States may enter into agreements with 
the Federal Government on the payment of benefits under this title. Where a 
State has entered into such an agreement the appropriate Federal department 
should be required to submit to a State agency all information which the State 
requires of any employer within its jurisdiction for a determination as to entitle 


ment or benefit amount. Any such State definitely should not be limited to 
whatever amount of information the Secretary of Labor deems necessary. 
If, however, a State does not enter into such an agreement, and the Secretary 


of Labor must make the benefit payments, then it is reasonable that only that 
information he deems “practicable and necessary” should be required. There is, 
however, no cause for the Secretary of Labor to be injected into the picture, so 
far as wage information and employment data are concerned, if the State has 
come to an agreement with the Federal Government as to the payment of these 
claims, 

BENEFITS TO FEDERAL EMPLOYEES 


We do not agree that services and wages of an individual working in several 
States should be allocated among those States. Such procedure merely compli- 
cates the determination of entitlement and benefit amount. A much simpler and 
more acceptable procedure would be to treat all wages as though they were paid 
in the State where the individual last worked. To do otherwise not only intro- 
duces new factors into benefit determination and eligihility but increases the 
discretion of the Secretary of Labor over what normally is an accepted State 
operation 
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If, in the judgment of the Congress, it is found necessary to include for 
benefits those individuals employed outside the continental limits of the United 
States and who therefore have no State of last employment, we urge that their 
benefits be paid under the laws of the State in which they formerly resided. 

Section 1408 deals with the situation which might occur in the event that a 
State does not enter into an agreement with the Secretary of Labor or that the 
State does not pay benefits in accordance with the agreement. It provides that 
compensation then would be payable in the amount and subject to “substan- 
tially” the same conditions as though such an agreement had been entered into 
and the agency had made such payments. 

We submit that to require that the Secretary pay compensation subject to 
“substantially” the same conditions as are provided on page 4, line, 18, of the 
bill, is unnecessary and, indeed, undesirable. It increases the discretionary 
power of the Secretary for him to determine whether he is following “substan- 
tially” the procedures and regulations of the State agency, and thus he can deter- 
mine at will in his opinion is the proper interpretation of the law of the State. 

We, therefore, recommend that the word “substantially” on page 4, line 18, 
be deleted. 


ADJUSTMENT OF DUPLICATE BENEFITS AND PAYMENT OF ACCRUED ANNUAL LEAVE 


Sections 1404 and 1405, which prevent the simultaneous payment of unemploy- 
ment benefits while an individual is receiving a servicemen’s readjustment al- 
lowance or accrued annual leave, serve a laudable purpose, 

Our association, however, is most concerned with the possibility that these 
two sections, along with one to be mentioned later, might serve as an entering 
wedge for establishment of Federal standards as applied to the payment of 
unemployment benefits. We are of the opinion that the individual State legis- 
latures should determine the conditions under which benefits are to be paid. This 
is not the province of the Federal Government. In many States the receipt of 
such allowances and accrued annual leave would not prevent an individual from 
receiving unemployment insurance benefits at the same time. This should be 
left to the States to determine. 


PAYMENTS TO STATES 


The bill is ambiguous with regard to the determination of the amounts to be 
reiinbursed to the States. It would appear that the amounts of such payments 
are to be determined by a satistical sampling agreed upon by the Secretary of 
Labor and the State agency without regard to the actual benefits paid by the 
state agency. 

We believe that the State agencies should be reimbursed dollar for dollar 


of benefits paid to former Federal employees. The amount of reimbursement 
should not be based on any statistical sampling made prior or subsequent to the 
payment of such benefits. This would not require any complicated or unduly 


expensive bookkeeping procedure, 

While on this subject of reimbursement of costs, we believe each Federal 
department should be charged with the actual amount of unemployment insur- 
ance benefits paid to former employees of such dep: irtine nt We believe, further, 
that in e estimate submitted for each department's operating budget a sum 
should be included each year adiveting the amount the administrator antici- 
pates as necessary to cover the costs for unemployment benefits paid to employees 
from his agen y 

In this manner it readily would be seen what part of the cost of this program 
is attributable to each agency involved 

Through such procedure of fastening the cost to the department involved 
there would be greater realization by each administrator as to the costs and 
better utilization of personnel would be made. This technique also would make 
eadily available to Congress the means by which it can check whether its man- 
dates for reduction of personnel have been carried out, 


PENALTIFS 


It is interesting to note that whenever State agencies have indicated a desire 
to impose strict penalties for fradulent claims, representatives of the Federal 
Bureau of Employment Security have objected strenuously. The penalties 
provided in this bill are far more stringent than those contained in the several 
State laws 
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Even though it would be desirable to make individuals feels that false state 
ments and the collection of benefits by fradulent means are grave offenses, this 
association submits that such penalty imposes Federal standards that would 
supersede State standards now operative. We urge, therefore, that the pen 
alties should be those established by individual State laws and that all offenses 


should be prosecuted by State agencies, 
CONCLUSION 


The Commerce and Industry Association believes that if extension of unem 
ployment compensation benefits is made to Federal employees the operation and 
administration of the program must be under the control of the individual State 
agencies. We further believe that insefar as practicable such coverage, if ex 
tended, should provide that the Federal Government is to be treated the same 
as any other employer under the various State laws and that Federal employees 
likewise are to be treated just as are any other covered employees 

Extension of the social insurance program, however, must not be allowed to 
carry witl a means by which the Secretary of Labor, through use of his 
discretion, might be empowered (0 lay aside a State determination, impose uni 
form Federal standards, or in any way abrogate the present responsibility of 
“tate agencies over the administration of the unemployment insurance systems 
within their domains, 

Mr. Foranp. Are there any other persons who care to be heard 
before we close the hearings? Apparently there are none. 

If there is no objection, the chairman would like to file for the 
record a statement by Mr. Robert Ramspeck, Chairman of the United 
States Civil Service Commission, 

Mr. Mason. Glad to have it. That ought to be helpful, coming 
from Bob [| Mr. Ramspeck ]. 

( The matter above referred to is as follows:) 


Unitrep STATES CIvit SERVICE COMMISSION, 
Washington, D. C., July 19, 1951. 
Hon. A. J. FORAND 
Chairman, Subcommittee on Unemployment Insurance of the House Ways 


and Means Committee 


(Attention: Mr. Charles W. Davis, clerk.) 

Dear Mr. Foranp: I am writing in response to letter of June 29, 1951, from 
Mr. Charles W. Davis, clerk of your committee, requesting an expression of the 
views of the Civil Service Commission concerning H. R. 5393. 

Unfortunately it was impossible for me to appear in person before your sub- 
committee on Wednesday, July 18, and it will be impossible for me to appear on 
the date of the next scheduled hearings on Friday, July 20. Under the circum 
stances, I will appreciate your acceptance for the record of the attached state- 
ment setting forth the Commission's views on H. R. 3393, a bill “to amend the 
Social Security Act to provide unemployment insurance for Federal civilian 
employees, and for other purposes,” for the consideration of your committee 

Sincerely yours, 


Ropert RAMSPECK, Chatrman 


STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN ROBERT RAMSPECK, UNITED STATES CIVIL SERVIC! 
COM MISSION 


H. R. 3393 would bring Federal employees under the present State-adminis 
tered unemployment compensation system. The Federal Government would pay 
the cost through a system of advance payments and reimbursements under agree 
ments with the States, or in the absence of agreement, benefit payments would 
be made direct by the Secretary of Labor in accordance with State law. In 
dividuals who had some Federal service and some private employment covered by 
State law would be able to combine the two for benefit purposes 

This plan would mean that the benefits to which displaced Federal em- 
ployees would be entitled, and the conditions they would have to meet to be en- 
titled to benefits, would vary from State to State 

The Civil Service Commission has heretofore taken the position that there 
should be minimum standards for both the eligibility to receive unemployment 
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compensation and the rates of compensation payment. We believe these are 
important considerations in connection with the administration of the system 
as a whole 

However, in the face of pending legislation affecting employees’ leave and 
its accumulation, the important thing is to bring Federal employees under un 
employment compensation coverage. If minimum standards are ¢ ventually pre 
scribed for the State systems, they will then apply to Federal and private em 
ployees alike. 

In Congressional hearings of the current session, on the subject of annual 
leave, it was brought out, in testimony by the Civil Service Commission as well 
as employee organizations, that Federal employees accunrulating leave had been 
doing so primarily as a cushion against unemployment. This is entirely under- 
standable, in the absence of unemployment insurance coverage for these Federal 
employees. This distortion of leave—from purpose of recreation for which it was 
intended to one of insurance against protracted periods of unemployment—has 
led to prevalence of the present view in Congress that employees of the Govern 
ment should not be permitted to accumulate their leave for payment upon sepa- 
ration 

There is no provision for unenrployment protection for Federal employees 
l’rivate employers are required to provide such protection for their employees, 
Federal employees are as subject to the hazards of unemployment as other work 
ers, particularly since the emergencies of recent years frequently cause substan- 
tial but temporary increases in employment in Government agencies which some- 
time later will have to be curtailed. We have had some experience with large- 
scale displacements at the end of the World War II period. Then the problem 
was somewhat ameliorated by the fact that Federal employees were asked to, 
and did forego vacations and other absences, and as a result were entitled to pay- 
| leave. At the present time it appears to be the view 


yloyees shiv iid hot he per i tted to suave their leave Tor 
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payment upon separation That view is effectively reflected in section 1212 of 
the 1951 Appropriation Act, which forbade payment after June 30, 1951, for 
any leave which was earned in the calendar year 1950; and in a similar provision 
the pending Independent Offices Appropriations Act for leave earned in the 
calendar year 1951 
Inclusion of Federal employees under the unemployment compensation laws at 


the same time as Congress has enacted legislation to prevent accumulation of 
annual leave, would be a substantial step in the direction of treating the Federal 
employee on the same basis as the employee in private business. 

It is highly desirable, as well as equitable, that Federal employees and those 
engaged in private business should, to the extent possible, be treated the same, 
as to pay, leave, working conditions, and in periods of unemployment. For these 
reasons, the Commission supports H. R. 3393 and recommends its enactment. 


Mr. Foranp. I would also like to insert a statement by Luther C 
Steward, president of the National Federation of Federal Employees. 
(The statement above referred to is as follows :) 


STATEMENT oF LUTHER C. STEWARD, PRESIDENT, NATIONAL FEDERATION OF F FEDERAL 
EMPLOYEES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, the bill under consideration by this committee 
proposes to add to the present Social Security Act a new title XV, entitled 
“Unemployment Compensation for Federal Workers.” We wish most heartily 
to endorse this proposal 

In order that recruitment of manpower for Federal agencies engaged in the 
present all-out defense effort may be carried on to the best possible advantage 
and without delay, it is imperative that an existing discrimination running 
against civilian Federal employees as compared to employees of private business 
and industry be removed 

I refer to the fact that those employed by private corporations or firms, when 
separated from their jobs, receive unemployment compensation in accordance 
with the law of the State where employed. [Federal employees have no such 


protective provision of law 

In the absence of any provision for unemployment compensation for Federal 
civilian employees it has become a fairly general practice to accumulate unused 
annnal leave to cushion the impact of separation from the service. 
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Recent legislative action will sharply curtail the annual leave of Federal 
employees thus placing them at an increasing disadvantage in comparison with 
those in private employment. 

It must be apparent, therefore, that in the interest of our people as a whole, 
of the Government as an employer, as well as to correct an injustice now 
imposed upon civilian Federal employees, there should be enacted into law 
without delay the provisions of this bill, in order that recruiting of essential 
personnel may proceed without delay at the present time, and when the inevit- 
able reduction in force occurs employees who have rendered faithful service for 
the Federal Government in a time of emergency may be placed on a parity with 
those in private employment and be afforded an equal cushion to tide over during 
a period of unemployment. 


Mr. Foranp. I would like to insert further a statement by Mr. 
George D. Riley, member of the national legislative committee, Amer- 
ican Federation of Labor. 

(The statement above referred to is as follows:) 

AMERICAN FEDERATION OF LABOR, 
Washington D.C. July 18, 1951. 
Mr. Leo H. Irwin, 
issistant Clerk, House Committee on Ways and Means, 
Washington, D. C. 

Dear Mr. Irwin: In accordance with my telephone conversation with your 
office on yesterday, I am enclosing copy of my statement on H. R. 3393, unem- 
ployment compensation, and shall appreciate it if you would have it read in 
the record. 

Thanking you in advance, I am 

Sincerely, 
Grorce D. RILEY, 
Member, National Legislative Committee. 


STATEMENT OF GeorGE D. Rivry, Memper, LEGISLATIVE COMMITTEE, AMERICAN 
FEDERATION OF LABOR 


These remarks are in support of those provisions of the bill, H. R. 3393, having 
to do with establishment of unemployment benefits for Federal Government 
employees 

The Congress has enacted forward-looking legislation on retirement and dis 
ability compensation for Gevernment employees leaving the field of unemployment 
still uncovered, so far as the Government groups are concerned. 

There probably will be no great need for the benefits of this proposed legislation 
at any time soon due to the hiring and rehiring and shifting of personnel for 
more vital activity dne to the war effort. However, the machinery should be 
ready to go into motion at any time when mass lay-offs or even individual 
lay offs oceur. 

To place the Government employees under unemployment benefits is only to 
join the issue with private cmployment, which long ago was compelled by legis- 
lation to recognize the equities involved in fair treatment to the less fortunate 
persons who through no fault of their own have been rendered jobless. 

The American Federation of Labor is proud to array its support for this 
legislation and to stand as it always does with its affiliated unions while seeking 
passage of this really worth-while legislation. 

Secretary of Labor Tobin and Mr. Robert C. Goodwin, Director, Bureau of 
Employment Security, some months ago presented your committee with ample 
eyplanation of the technicel points and purposes of the former bill, H. R. 8059. 
Therefore, there appears to be no necessity to become repetitious. 

The purpose of this statement is to bespeak full support of the provisions of 
the bill which will establish the processes whereby unemployment of Government 
employees can be met head-on with humaneness and fair play. 

Separation from the service following the two World Wars well demonstrated 
the manner in which helter-skelter shrinkage of the Government work force can 
bring untold misery to the employees and their dependents, and so needlessly. 

Agencies which ure vanishing and their employees necessarily must fight a 
rear-guard action at such time when appropriations are expiring or agencies’ 
programs are becoming exhausted. These are offered merely as examples of how 
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unemployment compensation logically and reasonably belong in the general job 
program. 

Further, it should be noted that as already satisfactorily demonstrated in 
private employment compensation payments not only are directly helpful to 
the individual and his family but constitute an important contribution to the 
aggregate steady purchasing power of the community and the Nation at large. 

The American Federaion of Labor hopes your committee will give this bill or a 
successor bill your unanimous endorsement, and that this needful legislation 
will soon become a part of the law of the land. We also support the position 
taken by the unions in the Government Employees’ Council. 


Mr. Foranp. This concludes our calendar, and unless there is 
objection, we will consider the hearings closed. 

There being no objection, the committee will adjourn subject to the 
call of the chairman. 

(The following letter and statement were received for the record :) 


NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF Post OFFICE AND P. T. S. 
MAIL HANDLERS, WATCHMEN, AND MESSENGERS, 
Washington, D. C., July 26, 1951. 
The Honorable Aime J. FoRAND, 
The House of Representatives, 
House Office Building, Washington, D. C. 

DEAR CONGRESSMAN ForAND: Due to previous commitments, I was unable to 
appear and testify in support of the provisions as outlined in H. R. 3393, which 
bill was before your subcommittee for consideration. 

I would appreciate the enclosed statement being made a part of the official 
records of the hearings on H. R. 3393. 

Thank you for your kind consideration. 

Sincerely yours, 
HaroLp McAvoy, National President. 


STATEMENT ON H. R. 3398 

Mr. Chairman and members of the subcommittee on H. R. 3393, by way of 
introduction, my name is Harold McAvoy, president of the National Association 
of Post Office and Postal Transportation Service Mail Handlers, Watchmen, and 
Messengers, 900 F Street NW. 

Our organization would like to go on record as endorsing the provisions as 
outlined in H. R. 3393, to grant unemployment insurance to Federal civilian 
employees. We feel that this bill is a great step in the right direction, and we 
urge you and the committee to make a favorable report. Thank you. 





